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Introduction 
A claim could be made that every year is unique and that events 
occurring each year intertwine with strands from the past to weave 
a new fabric for the future. There are some years where recogniz-
ably great events occurred that had a more profound impact than 
other years. In American history, the years 1776 (Revolution), 1787 
(Constitution), 1861 (CivilWar),and 1929 (Great Depression) come 
readily to mind. A case could also be made that the pivotal impor-
tance of some years is not as easily discerned, and the events of that 
year have had a greater impact than historians have appreciated. 
This work follows on the heels of two very excellent studies of 
years in the early nation, by Andrew Burstein (1826) and Louis P. 
Masur (1831) .1 This study was started before these works were pub-
lished and before the studies of a single year became fashionable, 
although there have been many other studies of a single year in 
history. In fact, in 1914, Gaillard Hunt did a graceful and readable 
study of 1814 (which is really not so much a study of the year as a 
broad survey of life in the Early Republic ranging from the Ameri-
can Revolution to the 1830s.)2 Readers may wish to compare his 
work, which concentrates much more on the social history of that 
period than my study. 
It is my contention that 1816 was a pivotal year of transition, 
particularly for the political life of the nation. The United States 
was "on the cusp" between adolescence and maturity. This was the 
fortieth year of American independence, and during these years 
there had been many self-doubts about the permanence of the 
Union. The War of 1812 was a time of great stress, and the country 
barely endured the experience, militarily and politically. Americans 
entered the war with great trepidation and with little harmony. By 
the end of the conflict, residents of one section of the country were 
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even questioning whether they should continue in the Union. The 
war was indeed a "Second War for Independence."The happy con-
clusion of the war, with so little lost, not only assured the survival of 
the country, it also brought the country together in a way that had 
not been achieved after the first war for independence. New 
England's regionalism as evidenced by their opposition to the War 
of 1812 was already being seen in 1816 as "un-American." For the 
first time the people of the United States began to conceive of 
themselves as something more than a collection of individuals in 
states joined by a central government-not as Virginians, etc., but as 
Americans-and a nascent nationalism began to develop. 
However, this was a barely perceptible development. There were 
still powerful tensions in American society between liberating pos-
sibilities and anxiety about the future, between democratic aspi-
rations and aristocratic reservations, between growing prosperity 
and fears of debilitating luxury, between bold new social and politi-
cal experiments and orthodoxy and conformism, and between nov-
elty and experimentation and order and control. Americans also 
carried the knowledge that their actions could bless or blight their 
posterity. In short, in the felicitous phrase of historian Fred Somkin, 
Americans recognized that" democracy was a flaming comet, whose 
chance of avoiding incineration lay in the development of an inter-
nal gyroscope for self-regulating order."3 
In a sense,Americans, now optimistic about the survival of their 
"experiment," were setting out on a quest to define themselves. 
This was particularly true in the realm of politics. The bitter parti-
san strife that had characterized the early years of the nation now 
seemed to be momentarily in abeyance, and politicians seemed in-
trigued by the unique opportunity that presented itself to carry out 
policies that would set America on a course that would ensure the 
twin ideas of freedom and the pursuit of happiness that infused all 
Americans. The Fourteenth Congress was up to the task.A plan for 
reduction of the national debt was established, and taxes were pro-
vided to do so. Order was brought to the financial system and the 
nation's currency, which were in chaos, by establishing a new Bank 
of the United States. A tariff measure was passed to protect emerg-
ing infant industries, and national security was provided by creating 
a professional standing army and by raising appropriations for an 
Introduction xiii 
increase of the navy. The Fourteenth Congress also created a fund 
for financing roads and canals to bind the nation together, but it was 
vetoed by President James Madison. In keeping with this dynamic 
idea that they were doing what was best for America, the Four-
teenth Congress also changed congressional pay from a small per 
diem allowance to a relatively generous salary. This action, however, 
aroused fears in the American people that the pay raise portended 
an introduction of luxury and vice into the government of the 
nation, which would lead to a decline of virtue such as had brought 
down the Roman Republic. The widespread participation of the 
average American in this protest foreshadowed the growth of what 
became known as the "age of the common man." 
The progressive measures of the Fourteenth Congress hinted of 
an emerging market economy, and to many Americans this was an 
unsettling matter. Prosperity and happiness were not necessarily 
interchangeable ideas .Virtue undoubtedly led to prosperity, but pros-
perity could corrupt virtue. The growing prosperity, as well as the 
physical growth of the United States reflected in the rapid spread of 
Americans into the Western country, while a source of pride, also 
bred insecurity and concern about whether the country could be 
held together. Undoubtedly, the rapid changes taking place in soci-
ety led defenders of order and stability to strive to uphold the tradi-
tional ways and to work to reform what they saw as a declining 
morality before the society of the "world's best and last hope" fell 
into decline. 
In one respect, however, the year 1816 was clearly unique. The 
weather of the summer of 1816 was absolutely unprecedented. The 
combination of cold temperatures and drought blasted the crops of 
that year. There is no doubt that it created hardships in several parts 
of the country and offered a reason for many to pull up stakes and 
move westward. Yet in one sense, it was also a bonding experience. 
It was a subject of conversation and speculation shared by all Ameri-
cans. Myriad explanations were offered as reasons for this visitation 
of nature, but ultimately it was to them an unexplainable freakish 
occurrence. The weather may have contributed to a minor political 
uprising over the Compensation Act, but the inherent stability and 
resilience of American society was shown when the abnormal 
weather was endured without any great upheaval. Ironically, the 
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thing for which 1816 is best remembered, its weather, is far less 
significant than many of the other developments of this year. 
While the focus is on the political and economic developments 
that influenced the future, the social trends that were evolving after 
the War of 1812 have also been examined. One obvious develop-
ment in 1816 was the growth of voluntary associations and the 
greater involvement of ordinary Americans in groups attempting to 
"perfect" their society. This was another manifestation of the sense 
of nationalism and "coming together" that was a defining aspect of 
this year. Americans were clearly beginning to think in terms of the 
country at large and not in the narrow, constricted sense of com-
munity that had been the case before the war. 
It should be noted that the tensions that have always been present 
in American life were clearly present in 1816. Thus there was a 
cautious optimism, leavened by a concern about the path to the 
future. John C. Calhoun captured this quandary perfectly in a re-
ported speech in Congress, declaring "We are great, and rapidly-
he was about to say fearfully-growing." 4 Again, in another context, 
Calhoun stated the broad proposition facing Congress and the 
American people in 1816: "whether we are to travel downward, or 
to raise the nation to that elevation to which it ought to aspire." 5 
There were those who wished to press on into the future without 
fear and those who wished to impose some larger sense of order 
and direction to the course of the nation. Some of the social issues, 
such as crime and capital punishment, slavery, and alcoholism, were 
addressed in 1816.The humanitarian impulse also touched on many 
other aspects of American life. While this impulse was perhaps born 
out of a genuine concern for their fellow man, many reformers 
were also, no doubt, concerned that spreading the blessings of lib-
erty broadly to the masses required that there be an element of 
social control over them to insure a virtuous republic. 
The objective of this study has been to give an overall perspec-
tive of America in one year, but necessarily discussion has not been 
limited to a single year. Some of the events of 1816 had their ante-
cedents in previous years, and the importance of some occurrences 
in 1816 did not become manifest until the next year or even much 
later. It may be that some aspects of American life in this year have 
been slighted-art, literature, and diplomacy, for example. The first 
two were not developed enough in 1816, in my judgment, and 
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there was little of note to write about, and the last was to some 
extent subsumed in my chapter on national defense.As to the ornis-
sion of what is called "social history,"-the life of the ordinary 
American-coverage would have necessitated a much larger study 
than here presented, and it did not seem to lend to compartmental-
ization into a single year or to fit into the scope and focus of the 
present work. 
The material has been organized in a topical rather than in a 
chronological or thematic way. By doing so, each issue could be 
more fully and coherently developed. When I began this study, I 
was prepared to find an undercurrent of division that ultimately 
played out in the years that followed, namely sectionalism, which 
became clearly evident with the Missouri controversy in 1820. In-
stead, I slowly became convinced that the primary guiding prin-
ciple of this year was good will. For one brief moment, there does 
seem to have been a period of good feelings, which historians have 
generally dismissed as a fallacy. This does not mean that there was 
no ill will in this year, certainly there was, but the prevailing spirit of 
the American people, the hope and promise of a better life, was 
never more evident than in this year. 
Politically, the implication of this good will was an obliteration 
of political parties. In their zeal to ameliorate the partisan strife that 
had marked the last few years, politicians softened their rhetoric 
and truly took a national perspective on legislation. For the Re-
publicans it often meant supporting measures that had previ-
ously been seen as Federalist, and for the Federalists, especially those 
living in New England, an obliging, conciliatory approach to this 
legislation was necessitated by fears, conscious or unconscious, that 
cooperation was better than isolation and persecution, which might 
have been expected from the victorious Republicans. Federalists 
had even more reason for trepidation, especially with the growth of 
the West, which would further marginalize New England politi-
cally. With the development of manufacturing in New England, it 
became apparent to some that government protection would be 
necessary for growth of industry in that region. By giving up their 
party, Federalists were welcomed into the fold, and they could have 
asked for little more. Ironically, the Republican Party, having em-
barked upon a different course, now lost their bearing. It became 
evident in the next few years that a new political dynamic was 
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evolving-a new party alignment, a nationalistic-capitalistic wing 
(which included many former Federalists) and a conservative-agrar-
ian, states rights wing. 
Ultimately, this is a story of a more innocent time. The people 
of the United States were just beginning to expand physically and 
emotionally. Narrow provincialism was beginning to erode. The 
strains within American society, particularly the agrarian-capitalist 
dichotomy, soon disrupted the briefharmony that was happily evi-
dent in 1816, and American life fell into the usual struggle between 
the multiplicity of interests that have marked the course of this 
nation ever since. 
Chapter 1 
Year Without 
a Suntnter 
"We have had the most extraordinary year of drought and cold ever 
known in the history ofAmerica,"ThomasJefferson wrote on Sep-
tember 8, 1816, to his old friend and political collaborator, Albert 
Gallatin, who was then serving as the United States Minister to 
France. The Sage of Monticello went on to elaborate in his usual 
meticulous manner: "In June, instead of 3 3/4 inches, our average 
of rain for that month, we only had 1/3 of an inch; in August, 
instead of 9 1 I 6 inches our average, we had only 8/10 of an inch; 
and still it continues. The summer, too, has been as cold as a moder-
ate winter." Jefferson was reporting the most extraordinary weather 
phenomenon in American history, a summer unlike any other in 
the American experience. This was the "Year Without a Summer," 
or as some contemporaries dubbed it, "Eighteen-hundred-and-froze-
to-death. " 1 
Interestingly, the average temperature for the year 1816 was only 
slightly cooler than normal. February was warmer than usual, and 
October, November, and December were also above average. The 
distinguishing characteristic of the weather of this year was the un-
commonly cool summer. Even so, the temperatures were not 
unremittingly cold; there were even periods of very warm, season-
ably hot temperatures. The reason for the summer's notoriety can 
be attributed to three very cold spells, each lasting about a week, 
one in each of the summer months ofJune,July, and August. Dur-
ing these periods, typically, strong northwesterly winds set in and 
2 1816 
temperatures were forced steadily downward, followed by frosts in 
the Middle Atlantic and upper Western states and by general snows 
in the New England states. 
There were many, often amusing, speculations on the causes of 
this meteorological phenomenon. Mostly these observations reflected 
the ingenuity of man in devising explanations for the mysterious 
works of nature, rather than any solid scientific information. The 
natural curiosity of the people about this unique summer and their 
many comments about the weather abounded in the newspaper 
accounts of the time. While many of the newspaper reports are 
unreliable and certainly unscientific, frost, snow, sleet, and ice, are 
observable phenomena, and there is no reason to doubt contempo-
rary statements, even if their thermometric observations may be 
dubious. The newspapers also revealed the growing concern about 
crop failures that reached near-hysterical levels by the end of the 
summer. Surprisingly, much has been written about this summer from 
the meteorological point of view, but the historical point of view, as 
well as the social, economic, and even the political consequences of 
this "Year Without a Summer," have been largely ignored. 
The relative coolness and dryness in the spring of 1816 did not 
at first attract any particular attention. The cool weather persisted 
later than usual, but frost and snow in March and April were not 
uncommon in New England and even in some of the Middle At-
lantic and upper Western states. A foretaste of the summer ahead, 
however, was set by the pattern of the spring weather. There were 
warm, balmy days that spring, but they were invariably followed by 
a cold spell. The Richmond (VA) Enquirer reported, for example, that 
on March 17, "We were melting under the heat of summer. On 
Monday, visited by a piercing N.E. wind, a hail or drizzling sleet, 
during the day. On Tuesday morning, the bloom of the apricot and 
peach trees covered with icicles."2 In Salem, Massachusetts, on April 
16, the weather was a pleasant 7 4 °. Thirty hours later, the ther-
mometer had plunged to 21° and snow was reported in Boston. 3 
By May, a bizarre weather pattern was clearly evident; snow and 
frost had persisted through the spring. It snowed heavily in Albany 
on May 14. Planting was delayed or replanting became necessary 
after killing frosts, and crops were well behind their normal matu-
rity. One traveler to the western country during the summer of 
1816 noted on his way that Lake Erie's ice had broken up only on 
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May 20. On the twenty-ninth there was a frost so hard that it froze 
water a quarter-inch thick. 4 
Then came the terrible cold wave of June 5-11. At noon on 
June 5, the weather was warm in New England with temperatures 
ranging in the 80s. Thunderstorms and a strong wind developed 
from the northwest, and by the next morning the temperature had 
dropped into the low 40s-and that was the high for the day. It 
snowed throughout New England that day, covering the Catskill 
Mountains in eastern New York and extending even into western 
New York. One report stated that an elderly man in Peacham,Ver-
mont, age eighty-eight, lost his way in the woods on June 7 in a 
snowstorm. As a result his feet were frozen and his toes had to be 
amputated. 5 
Snow fell intermittently the next two days. By noon on the 
eighth, snowfall ranged up to twelve inches in many parts of New 
England, while at Cabot, Vermont, it was reported to be eighteen 
inches deep.6 The winds continued strongly out of the northwest, 
and the evening temperatures dipped below freezing in several parts 
of New England and hovered around 40° during the day. Boston 
recorded a low of33° onJune 10.The climax came on the follow-
ing day. Whatever vegetation had escaped the abnormally low tem-
peratures now fell victim to a hard frost. At Williamstown, 
Massachusetts, where exceptionally good, systematic temperature 
recordings were made, the temperature read 30.5° on the morning 
of June 11 _7 Possibly even lower readings were made elsewhere. In 
Albany, New York, ice was reported on at least two mornings. 8Th en 
the winds shifted southerly, ending the cold spell. 
The effect of this cool weather was not as severe in the Middle 
Atlantic, Southern, and Western states, but it was harsh enough to 
destroy the fruit on the trees. At Cape May, New Jersey, hard frosts 
were reported for five successive nights, terminating on June 11.9 
Farther south, there was frost that damaged crops in Richmond, 
Virginia, on June 9 and 10. 10 From the systematic temperature ob-
servations kept at Charleston, South Carolina, it does not appear 
that the blustery weather pattern reached that deeply into the South. 
The coolest temperature recorded for the month ofJune was 65° at 
8 a.m. on June 10. The lowest reading for that day, however, was 
probably a few degrees coolerY In the West, a hard frost was ob-
served on June 8 in Steubenville, Ohio. 12 
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Most of the thermometric observations were, of course, ran-
dom. There were few places in the United States where systematic, 
scientific recordings of meteorological data were taken. From the 
reports given in the newspapers, we have no knowledge of the kind 
of shelter used or the accuracy of the instruments. At best, most 
observations were probably only close approximations of the actual 
reading. Still, as noted earlier, frost is an observable phenomenon. 
Whether it was a hard or light frost might be a subjective matter, 
but the effect it had on crops, a cause for much lament among 
farmers, would tend to verifY such claims. 
The weather remained erratic during the month of June. In 
Salem, Massachusetts, the temperature reached 101° on June 22 and 
100° the next day. Boston recorded 99° on the twenty-third. Opti-
mism flourished around the country as prospects for crops improved. 
On June 27, the Trenton (NJ) True American reported that "agricul-
tural prospects are much brighter than they were a few weeks ago. 
Wheat and rye in particular, have improved astonishingly."The Rich-
mond Enquirer noted on July 3 that the wheat crop was doing fine: 
"In most places, the quantity is good, and the quality is excellent." 
The Noifolk (VA) Herald stated on July 1 that the prospects for farmers 
were "brightening, notwithstanding the unfavorable appearance of 
the crops a few weeks ago." 13 
These hopes for good crops were dashed by another cold wave. 
On July 6 a strong northwest wind set in, and for the next four days 
New England and the Middle Atlantic states felt the breath of win-
ter weather. In New England temperatures dipped into the 30s and 
to the lower 40s in the Middle Atlantic states. Killing frosts again 
gave a check to vegetation as far south as Virginia. The Boston 
Columbian Centinel noted with concern that the weather for the 
summer appeared to be growing colder. May had been about 4.5° 
below normal, June was 6° below average, and the first fifteen days 
of July ranged about 10° below. Vegetation in New England was 
"languid" and "the fruits of the season, it is said, are without their 
accustomed flavor." 14 
This second cold spell of the summer was not quite as severe 
nor as prolonged as the one of a month earlier. The only snow 
reported in New England was in the mountains ofVermont, and 
snow was also reported in western New York along Lake Erie. A 
little farther north, Montreal had not only snow, but ice that formed 
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to the thickness of a half dollar. Reports of frost came from all parts 
of the Middle Atlantic states, including Chambersburg, Pennsylva-
nia, on July 5; Albany, New York, on July 8; and Trenton, New Jersey, 
on the ninth, tenth, and eleventh. This time the coolness reached 
farther south. Richmond, Virginia, had a frost on July 8. In 
Wilmington, North Carolina, it was reported that on July 9 the 
weather was so cool that it made thick clothes necessary and even a 
fire essential. Frosts were also observed in southern Ohio. 15 
This second blow to crops began to raise apprehensions around 
the United States about a possible scarcity of crops. Adding to this 
concern was the continuation of a prolonged drought that was af-
fecting all parts of the country. The year had started out very dry, 
and it was particularly severe in the South .The Charleston (SC) Courier 
reported on April 3 that only a little over three inches of rain had 
fallen in the first three months, and the situation continued into the 
summer, for the Courier related on July 3 that only slightly less than 
eight inches of rain was recorded for the first six months of the year. 
At one point during the spring, Charleston went eight weeks with-
out any measurable rain. 16 The Middle Atlantic and New England 
states were also severely affected. The editor of the New York Columbian 
reported on May 1 that "many farmers in New Jersey are plough-
ing up their fields of winter grain, which the drought has ruined." 
He added, "The want of rain is felt everywhere, and is likely to blast 
the beauties of Spring." 17 Some relief from the drought was felt in 
May and June in New England and the Middle Atlantic states as far 
south as Virginia. July was dry and August, by all accounts, was ex-
ceedingly dry in every part of the Union. Even a brief shower was 
considered a blessing. Accounts abound of the "scorched appear-
ance of crops" and of the "fields burned from drought." 18 
By the end of the summer the impact of the prolonged drought 
was being given prominent attention by the editors. The rivers were 
very low; many, indeed, were impassable for navigation. The James 
River was lower than ever remembered; the Schuylkill near Phila-
delphia was so low that it was said that it could be crossed without 
wetting your feet. 19 The editor of the Georgetown (SC) Gazette re-
lated early in September, "The oldest inhabitants in the adjoining 
districts cannot remember that the Pee Dee, Waccamaw and Black 
Rivers have ever been so low as at present."The Pee Dee was im-
passable to normal navigation, and the editor asserted that the drought 
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would also account for "the present great scarcity and consequent 
high price of corn in this market." 20 The editor of the Augusta (GA) 
Chronicle noted that not half of the crop of cotton would be made 
in either Georgia or South Carolina, and he added, "This appears 
to be generally the state of the season throughout the Southern 
states, and more generally so, than usual throughout the Union." 21 
As might be expected, the less than auspicious prospects for 
crops led to speculation and hoarding, particularly in grains, driving 
the prices upward and further heightening the anxiety of the people. 
Several editors attributed the increase in flour prices to the demand 
from Canada. The editor of the Farmer's Register in Troy, New York, 
related on July 23 that "several agents lately came here to purchase 
up every barrel they could lay their hands on, but not finding any-
thing like the quantity they wanted in this city and its vicinity, have 
proceeded to New York to drain the market there." He added that 
"orders from Canada are for upwards of thirty thousand barrels" 
and that the price was now $11 a barrel, far above the normal $3 to 
$4 per barrel. 22 The Albany (NY) A~gus also observed that the scar-
city of grain was raising "gloomy forebodings of an increased and 
prolonged scarcity." Grain could not be procured "in many of the 
interior towns, at any price."23 
Once again, however, warmer, summer-like weather returned. 
On August 6, the Albany Argus observed that the warm weather and 
occasional showers for the past four weeks had produced "an aston-
ishing effect upon the crops of grain." The editor was certain that if 
no additional frosts occurred in the next few weeks, the crops would 
still be good. But on August 21, the northwest winds set in again, 
and there were "white frosts" around Albany. 24 Severe frosts were 
reported that same day in Pennsylvania. For over a week the winds 
blew with vigor from the north. This cold wave, the third of the 
summer, was perhaps not as severe as the one in June, but it was felt 
over a wider area. Snow once more was reported in New England, 
where the mountains ofVermont were white after a snowfall on 
August 21. Washington, Kentucky, was hit on August 21 and 22 by 
a "frost so severe, as in some instances to kill vines in exposed situ-
ations," and again by "considerable frost" on August 28 and 29. 
Cincinnati, Ohio, also experienced frost on August 21 and 22. Pe-
tersburg, Virginia, had frost on August 29, prompting one contem-
porary to remark that it was "a circumstance unparalleled in this 
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part of the country-and what is equally extraordinary, we have 
had frost every month during the year." Richmond matched that 
record by having frost on August 29. The Richmond Enquirer re-
marked, "The oldest inhabitants have no recollection of such a 
prodigy." The frost even reached as far south as Danbury in 
Rockingham County, North Carolina.25 
September was ushered in by heavy rains throughout many parts 
of the United States, which broke the long drought, but as the Rich-
mond Enquirer phrased it, "This unexpected visitation from Heaven, 
added to the severe distress to which the country is otherwise re-
duced, has infused into the minds of the people generally the great-
est apprehension and alarm."26 The rains may have been from the 
effects of a hurricane that hovered off the east coast. Severe rain 
raked the area from Virginia through New England for a week. 
Albany had sixty-six hours of rain in five days that totaled 7.1 inches. 27 
The rains in Virginia did considerable damage to bridges and crops, 
especially the hay and clover, as well as what corn had escaped the 
frosts. The weather continued to be cold. Widespread snows were 
reported in New England in mid-September. 28 
Americans may have taken some consolation in the fact that 
Europeans suffered through the same kind of summer. The spring, 
according to one account, was the "latest ever known," and the 
weather remained exceedingly cold through the summer. Emmanuel 
Le Roy Ladurie, in his study of European climate since the year 
1000, noted that in 1816, "the wine harvests were the latest ever 
known" and the summer was the coolest "in all the long series of 
European temperature observations."29 Europe's weather differed 
in one major respect, however. While the United States suffered 
through a drought, Europe was victimized by excessive rainfall, high 
rivers, and frequent inundations of farm lands. Le Roy Ladurie noted 
that the wetness was comparable only to the years 1316 and 1675. 
One contemporary stated that such wine as was harvested in 1816 
was "undrinkable," and the bread" damp and sticky."30 Snow fell in 
several countries in Europe in June, and there was a snowfall in 
London on August 30. A correspondent in Paris wrote a friend in 
America on August 25, "All accounts agree that in the memory of 
no man living, has a season been so cold-they observe there has 
been no summer."31 
Contemporaries, of course, had many explanations for the ex-
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traordinary weather. The most frequently cited conjecture was the 
appearance of exceptionally large sunspots. All along the Atlantic 
seaboard during early May there were extensive comments about 
the remarkable appearance of the sun. Large spots were visible to 
the unaided eye, particularly at sunrise and sunset. A month later, 
during the last part of May, the sun was reputedly more spotted 
than before. Again, approximately a month later, another huge spot 
appeared, which divided into two. More spots were reported in 
early August and in early October. 32 The coincidence of these spots 
and the cold weather struck many observers as a plausible explana-
tion for the bizarre weather. There were numerous theories on what 
caused sunspots: that they were solid bodies revolving about the sun 
or opaque bodies swimming upon the liquid matter of the sun; that 
the spots were the smoke and clouds from erupting volcanoes; that 
the spots were fallen comets, or excavations created by collision 
with comets; and even that the sun was surrounded by a luminous 
atmosphere which occasionally parted, permitting glimpses of the 
opaque body of the sun. There was general agreement that these 
spots reduced the rays from the sun and thus cooled the weather. 
Some, however, doubted that the spots diminished the rays of the 
sun that much, and they noted that the very coldest days of the 
summer, June 5-11, came during a period when the number of 
spots had decreased. They also observed, conversely, that the warm-
est days of the summer, the fourth week ofJune, were also when the 
spots were at a minimum. 33 
Many observers were struck by the reports of exceptionally large 
fields of ice floating in the North Atlantic, particularly east of the 
Gulf of St. Lawrence, which lingered on throughout the summer. 
This phenomenon was accompanied by reports that ice persisted in 
the Great Lakes much later than normal this year. It was believed 
that the ice absorbed great quantities ofheat from the atmosphere, 
thus lowering the temperatures.34 Of course, it is the reflection of 
the sun's rays, not the absorption of heat, that may account for cool-
ing trends. Contemporaries may have mistaken cause and effect, but 
this speculation was by no means as bizarre as some other theories 
proposed to explain this anomalous summer. 
One interesting idea was that the large number of earthquakes 
in the years preceding 1816 (including presumably the New Madrid 
earthquakes of 1811-12, some of the most powerful ever docu-
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mented), had created an equilibrium of charge between the surface 
and the atmosphere. Electricity, the great agent of heat when in a 
state of motion, was presently in balance, and this was evidenced by 
the lack of lightning. Only when the equilibrium was destroyed, 
the theory ran, would the quantum of heat necessary for vegetation 
be generated. 35 Along the same lines, another speculation was that 
much of the normal heat came from the earth's interior by resistive 
electric heating and that Benjamin Franklin's lightning rods had 
upset the natural flow of electricity bringing on the cold weather. 36 
Yet another idea was based on the conjunction of an increase in 
sunspots and an eclipse of the moon on June 9. One writer conjec-
tured that the moon's gravitational pull, along with the pull of the 
sunspots, combined to deflect the winds, thus adversely affecting 
the weather. 37 Finally, it was even speculated that the widespread 
clearing of the forests and the cultivation of the soil had allowed the 
heat of the earth to escape into the atmosphere, thereby contribut-
ing to the cooler weather.38 
Twentieth-century explanations for the weather of 1816 have 
suggested that the most probable cause was the sulphur dioxide 
injected into the stratosphere from volcanic eruptions acting as a 
shield from the sun's rays. 39 Several major eruptions throughout the 
world occurred from 1812 to 1817 which contributed to cooler 
than normal temperatures. Soufriere, on St. Vincent Island in the 
West Indies, erupted onApril30, 1812; Mount Mayan, on Luzon in 
the Philippines, in 1814; and the greatest of all, Tambora, on Sumbawa, 
Indonesia,from April 7 to 12, 1815. The explosions of this Indone-
sian mountain were heard nearly a thousand miles away. More than 
ten thousand persons lost their lives in the eruption, and it was 
reportedly dark for three days for a distance of three hundred miles. 
The height ofTambora was reduced approximately 4200 feet, and a 
vast quantity of ashes and cinders spewed into the atmosphere. Sci-
entific studies have shown that it was the greatest sulphur-produc-
ing eruption in the past 750 years, and perhaps ever.The dust girdled 
the globe. 40 
Some contemporary observations support this hypothesis to 
some extent. The editors of the Washington, D.C., Daily National 
Intelligencer noted on May 1, 1816 that "the whole atmosphere is 
filled with a thick haze, the inconvenience of which is not dimin-
ished by the clouds of impalpable dust which floats in the air." The 
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Norfolk, Virginia, American Beacon also commented on May 9 that, 
"the atmosphere is continually impregnated with a fine dust, very 
injurious to respiration."41 Also, on July 15, the editor of the Boston 
Columbian Centinel remarked, "The Sun's rays, it has been frequently 
remarked, have not their usual power." Although he attributed this 
to sunspots, it may have been the result of volcanic dust, for he 
further noted, "There appears to be less intensity oflight as well as 
heat." It is possible, however, that the haze and dust were attribut-
able more to dust storms and forest fires kindled because of the 
drought. Both were common during the summer months. Some 
other observers suggested that the haze intercepted the rays of the 
sun and thus contributed to the cool weather. 42 
There has been at least one modern dissent from the consensus 
view of the volcanic influence upon the summer of 1816. In an 
article in Weatherwise in April 197 4, H. E. Landsberg and]. M.Albert 
disputed the idea that volcanic dust was responsible for the global 
lowering of temperature. They argued that while it was indeed a 
cold summer in eastern North America and western Europe, this 
was "neither unprecedented in either of these areas at the time, nor 
statistically particularly unique, with similar events occurring also 
in later years that were not especially distinguished by major volca-
nic eruptions."43 -
Actually, Landsberg and Albert's evidence does tend to support 
their contention that later weather aberrations were not necessarily 
linked to volcanism. They may be correct that volcanism is not a 
decisive factor in determining weather patterns, but they offer no 
alternative explanation for the summer of 1816. Their claim that 
this summer was not "particularly unique" is wrong, however, for it 
was very definitely a singular weather phenomenon. Nevertheless, 
their view should serve as a corrective to the common assertion 
that volcanism was the sole cause for the weather of 1816, which 
was stated as recently as June 1979 in Scientific American. 44 
Almost certainly, volcanism was one cause of the weather of 
1816, but probably there were many other factors. Contemporaries 
who believed the sunspots were behind the bizarre weather were at 
least partially correct; studies have shown that the earth's tempera-
ture is reduced about 0.5° F during sunspot maximums. This drop 
in conjunction with volcanism, which has been shown to drop the 
earth's temperature by 1.0° F, could make a significant difference (if 
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sustained over a period of time, it would bring on another glacial 
age), and it probably contributed to the abnormality of this year. 45 
Another possibility is that the decrease of the surface tempera-
ture of the ocean over a large area, influenced by the two previous 
factors, might have caused a movement of the semipermanent highs 
and lows, thus altering the track of the moving highs and lows. Le 
Roy Ladurie hoted in his study the unusual barometric observa-
tions made in Europe in 1816:"The subtropical high pressures which 
normally lap over on to Europe during the summer scarcely reached 
it at all. Low pressures therefore settled over central Europe, and this 
zone admitted the invasion of masses of cold Polar air which pen-
etrated right to the south." Western Europe thus came under the 
influence of a high pressure centered over Scotland, directing north 
winds towards France. 46 
There are other possibilities, of course, that might explain the 
cause of the abnormal weather of1816.Very probably it was a unique 
combination of factors, including volcanism, sunspots, a deviation 
of pressure patterns, and perhaps others, that all transpired at once 
to bring about this weather phenomenon. 
How did the American people react to this extraordinary sum-
mer? There were many supplications to the heavens for relief from 
the cold and drought. Prayer days and fast days were held, begging 
for relief and "a more copious outpouring of the Holy Spirit." 
Other pious people, however, submitted to this judgment from the 
"Great First Cause," and they quoted from the Bible that said: "By 
the breath of God frost is given, and the breadth of the waters is 
restrained." 47 
Several state governors called upon their legislatures to consider 
measures to alleviate the suffering of their people owing to the 
weather. Governor Jonas Galusha ofVermont, for example, stated 
that due to "the uncommon failure of some of the most important 
articles of produce," steps should be taken to conserve "these ar-
ticles of provision, most deficient, that ... we may avoid ... the 
foreboded evil of this unparaleled [sic] season."48 Governor William 
Jones of Rhode Island, noting the "coldness and dryness of the 
seasons, and ... the alarming sickness with which many parts of our 
country have been aillicted," issued a proclamation designating "a 
day of public Prayer, Praise, and Thanksgiving."49 
The severity of the drought raised the specter of famine in the 
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land. Jefferson expressed his concern and the apprehension of many 
in a letter to Gallatin when he noted the scarcity of grains caused by 
the drought and the frosts. "My anxieties on this subject are greater," 
he wrote, "because I remember the deaths which the drought of 
1755 in Virginia produced from the want of food." 50 Predictably, 
hoarders and profiteers made their appearance. "A Citizen ofVir-
ginia" pleaded in the Richmond Enquirer on September 4 for the 
farmers ofVirginia not to sell their corn except within the state. He 
assured the farmers that they would command as good a price for 
their products. 51 
Whether it was due to speculation and hoarding or to a natural 
shortage, or more likely a combination ofboth factors, a scarcity did 
develop, and flour prices, normally about $4 per barrel, rose dra-
matically in the late summer. By fall the cost of a barrel of flour had 
reached $13 in Philadelphia, $11.7 5 in Fredericksburg,Virginia, $14 
in Baltimore, $12 in Richmond, $15 in Georgetown, Maryland, 
and Buffalo, and $20 in Charleston. 52 Wheat prices, which averaged 
$1.30 wholesale for the period 1800 to 1811, rose to $2.45 by 1817. 
The prices of corn, oats, and rye also rose proportionately, and other 
crop prices, such as for beans and potatoes, likewise gained dramati-
cally. 53 The commodity price index (base 1860) similarly shows a 
rise from 111.6 in 1815 to 202.3 in 1816. This was the highest 
index number for the nineteenth century and was no doubt due to 
the effects of the weather in 1816.54 
One interesting by-product of this acute shortage of grain was 
the effort of temperance advocates to limit the sale of grains to 
distilleries. No doubt the temperance movement was stimulated by 
this summer of1816.The citizens of Otsego County, New York, for 
example, petitioned their legislature to "cause such restrictions to 
be laid on the distilleries-as in their wisdom shall be calculated to 
prevent an undue monopoly of that valuable and necessary com-
modity."55 Similarly, a citizen ofVirginia who signed himself "A 
Starving People," not only called upon his state to follow the ex-
ample of Europe where "the distillation if grain has already been 
prohibited," but added that the legislature should be aware that 
taxes could not now be paid. 56 There was also support for prohibi-
tion in Philadelphia, and the governor of New Jersey called upon 
his legislature to stop the distillation of grain. 57 In truth, the short-
age of grain did not become as severe as many feared. There was 
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scarcity and the prices were high, but there were no reports of star-
vation, and the speculation in grains began to abate by wintertime. 58 
Another reaction, more tenuous in its relationship to the weather, 
but nevertheless one worth considering, was what might be termed 
"taking frustrations out on the politicians." The election of 1816 
resulted in the greatest defeat of incumbent congressmen in Ameri-
can political history. In the popularly elected House ofRepresenta-
tives, nearly 70 percent of the representatives in the Fourteenth 
Congress were not returned to the Fifteenth. The primary explana-
tion for this phenomenon was the Compensation Law of 1816 
whereby congressmen doubled their pay and then had the further 
audacity to accept immediate payment of the increase (see chapter 
5). 59 The outrage of the citizenry over this act was undoubtedly 
fanned by the general malaise created by crop failures and threat-
ened famine. Obviously, there were many other factors involved in 
these election results, but a pay increase for Congress during this 
time of trouble did seem totally inappropriate. 
It is conjectural how much the weather can affect the mood of 
the people, but the consequences of the weather certainly can.60 
One obvious result of this summer was the westward emigration of 
many farmers. New England in particular lost many of its farmers 
to the West. Other areas also experienced widespread emigration. 
The Raleigh Star reported on September 6, for example, that in the 
western counties of North Carolina "great numbers are disposing 
of their property, and preparing to emigrate to the West and South."61 
Many farmers, perhaps, had been contemplating a move westward, 
and after experiencing the failures of their crops during this sum-
mer, made up their minds to go. A report from Lancaster, Ohio, on 
October 31 observed the movement of people westward almost 
exceeded belief. The road was nearly covered with wagons. "Last 
week, it is said, upwards of one hundred moving families passed 
through this town, and many are daily arriving."62 The Zanesville 
(OH) Messenger noted at the same time "the number of Emigrants 
from the eastward the present season, far exceeds what has ever 
before been witnessed."63 
One additional consequence of this summer was an outgrowth 
of the natural curiosity to know how this season compared with 
others. Regular, systematic, and scientific observations were made, 
however, only in a few places around the country. The editor of the 
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Albany Daily Advertiser suggested, for example, that "a great mass of 
useful information might be collected concerning our climate and 
seasons, if gentlemen who possess the necessary instruments, would 
be careful to devote a few minutes in each day to mark the state of 
the weather, and the temperature of the atmosphere." He added 
that the information thus collected "would be of great and lasting 
importance."64 
Perhaps in response to such suggestions,Josiah Meigs, the Com-
missioner-General of the Land Office, onApril29, 1817, sent out a 
circular to the Registers of the twenty land offices, requiring them 
to take tri-daily observations of the temperature, winds, and weather 
at the various land offices. In addition, the Registers were instructed 
to make thirteen other observations of such things as the unfolding 
of leaves, flowering, migration of birds, fish, unusual weather, and 
other phenomena. 65 The Surgeon-General of the Army, Joseph 
Lovell, also established a system of meteorological observations at 
the military posts beginning in 1819. State services for the record-
ing of weather data were established in New York in 1825 and in 
Pennsylvania in 183 7. In the 1840s the Patent Office and the 
Smithsonian Institution also provided for systematic recording of 
meteorological observations. The first published weather forecasts 
were inaugurated in 1849 by the Smithsonian Institution, using re-
ports transmitted daily by telegraph operators in different parts of 
the country. Although the Civil War interrupted this work, the ob-
vious usefulness of these systematic recordings and the accumula-
tion of meteorological data led eventually to the establishment of a 
weather service branch of the Signal Corps in 1870. This was the 
beginning of that venerable and valuable organization, the United 
States Weather Bureau, now the United States National Weather 
Service, a division of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Ad-
ministration (NOAA).66 
In retrospect, had poor harvests followed in the next year, it 
would have undoubtedly created a dire situation. Fortunately, the 
harvests of 1817 were abundant, making up for the shortfall of crops 
the previous year. Thus there was no prolonged famine that might 
have produced a political and social upheaval that was so common 
in European history. Nevertheless, the summer of 1816 must have 
loomed large in the minds of many Americans. The clouds of war 
had just lifted and now God and nature seemed to be punishing 
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them and testing them again. The reactions of the American people 
are instructive. Their anxiety undoubtedly curbed to some extent 
the buoyant optimism that was reflected in an otherwise positive 
year, contributing to an extensive westward emigration and to profi-
teering and speculation in grains, as well as to a minor political 
upheaval in 1816. Certainly, the people of 1816 never forgot this 
abnormal weather phenomenon, and that alone makes the year 
unique in American history. It continues to hold a fascination as a 
unique experience in American history. Americans have endured 
many extremes in the weather, but 1816 remains even today as the 
only "year without a summer." 
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Chapter 2 
Legacy of the 
War of1812 
During forty years as an independent nation, Americans had sur-
vived two wars with Great Britain, the Quasi-War with France, and 
various other threats to the Union. The War of 1812, however, had 
been the severest test yet for the Union, and the country had barely 
survived the ordeal.The nation's capital lay in ruins after being burned 
by the British in August 1814, and by 1816, repair of the public 
buildings still had a long way to go. Other areas of the country had 
also suffered devastation, not just coastal cities but also interior cit-
ies, such as Buffalo, New York. Despite these setbacks, Americans 
preferred to dwell on the positive. They had survived a war with the 
world's greatest power and lost nothing in the treaty of peace, which 
essentially recognized status quo ante bellum. While there had been 
many embarrassing military defeats, there were also moments of 
victory. The United States Navy had delivered some stunning blows 
to the Royal Navy and wounded their pride. Moreover, the war 
ended with a great victory over the British at New Orleans. 
In 1816, in terms of population, the United States was still a 
small country. The census of1810 showed approximately 7.25 mil-
lion, the bulk being clustered along the east coast. No doubt the 
population reached 8.5 million by 1816. A census taken in New 
York City in April 1816 revealed that the city had reached a mile-
stone with 100,519 people. 1 While the Western country was grow-
ing rapidly (Louisiana was admitted in 1812), migration was slowed 
somewhat by the Indian wars that erupted in the West during the 
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War of 1812. Once the war was over, no impediment appeared to 
check a rapid exodus into the areas of the Ohio and Mississippi 
valleys. This shift of population to the West was a source of both 
pride and apprehension to most Americans. Jesse Buel, editor of 
the Albany Argus, had no trepidation. "What a field for splendid 
contemplation does our western country unfold!" he exclaimed. 
"When we consider that nature has strewed her gifts with a boun-
tiful hand over this vast wilderness, and take into view the benign 
influence of our government and the enterprise of our population, 
the mind is lost in the magnitude of the objects which seem rising 
in futurity." 2 
While certain parts of the East Coast experienced population 
drain due to Western expansion, many of the new settlers in the 
West were from Europe. Hezekiah Niles, an influential journalist 
and a perceptive observer of trends, noted that a heavy tide of emi-
grants began arriving from Europe at the end of the war. On Au-
gust 17, 1816, he wrote that about 1500 emigrants had arrived in 
the United States that week alone and that in England there were 
excited alarms about the "ruinous drain of the most useful part of 
the population of the United Kingdom." Niles said, "Let them 
come," and he estimated each individual added at least $300 a year 
to the national wealth.3 The editor of the Boston Recorder estimated 
the population of the United States was growing at a rate of three 
percent per year and doubled every twenty-three years. Using that 
figure, he calculated (fairly accurately) that the population would 
expand to 14 million by 1833 (1830 census was 12.8), and to 28 
million by 1856 (1860 census 31.5). From there on his estimates 
ranged too high (e.g., 102 million by 1902; actual, 1900 census 84.3 
million). 4 One fact seemed certain in 1816: the United States was 
destined to become a great and populous country, outstripping even 
the nations ofEurope. 
Like all wars, there were bitter legacies from the War of 1812, 
but for most Americans the apparent prevailing view was to come 
together and move on. Economically, the end of the war led to a 
growth in foreign trade. The reports of the secretary of the treasury 
show that exports rose from approximately $52.5 million in 1815 
to nearly $82 million in 1816. Imports that amounted to slightly 
more than $113 million in 1815 rose to nearly $147 million the 
following year. 5 The trade imbalance of imports over exports drained 
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specie from the country and led to a crisis when banks south of 
New England were unable to redeem their paper money with specie. 
The growing number ofbanks compounded the problem. In 1801 
there were 29 banks in the country, and by 1816 there were 246, 
capitalized at close to $90 million. The surplus of imports over ex-
ports also reflected a policy of the British to sell off their inventories 
of goods accumulated during the long Napoleonic war at very low 
prices, and the United States market was also flooded with cheap 
cotton goods from India. 
One particularly significant development during the war was 
the changing physical appearance of places and people, due to the 
emergence of the factory system in New England and the begin-
nings of the industrial revolution in America. The Boston Manu-
facturing Company had established a power loom at their factory 
in Waltham, Massachusetts. The factory combined spinning and 
weaving under one roof, pointing the way to the future develop-
ment of this industry. Woolen manufacturing also flourished during 
the war. Connecticut alone had twenty-five woolen factories by 
1815. A new fabric, satinette, a blend of cotton and wool, was be-
ginning to revolutionize fashion. Men now wore pantaloons similar 
to sailors and working-class laborers and abandoned knee britches.6 
The influx of foreign goods, however, threatened these newly es-
tablished textile manufacturers who pleaded with their government 
to give them some relief, particularly in the form of higher tariff 
rates to reduce the importation of foreign goods. Their pleas were 
couched in patriotic phrases that equated commercial warfare with 
a continuation of the recently ended military conflict. 
Politically, deep divisions had appeared during the pre-war and 
war years between the Federalist and Republican parties. The fu-
ture of the country had suddenly appeared uncertain when anti-
war New England Federalists gathered at the Hartford Convention 
near the end of the war to make demands upon the Union. While 
many feared the result would be a secessionist movement, the Fed-
eralists instead only demanded constitutional amendments to pro-
tect the interests of their region. Nevertheless, had the war not ended 
fortuitously a short time after the convention, the eventual political 
divisions could have torn the country asunder. Bitter partisan rhetoric 
continued after the war. In April 1815, Republicans in New York 
reminded electors of the state that a party in the late war had "di-
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rected their efforts to prevent the success ofloans, to discourage the 
enlistment of soldiers, and to drain the country of its specie, and 
thereby produce national bankruptcy and ruin.''The Hartford Con-
vention had disseminated "an infamous manifesto ... [that) vilified 
your rulers, abused your Constitution, and menaced your govern-
ment with 'more mighty efforts' in case of non-compliance with 
their insolent demands." Federalists might be forgiven, the Repub-
licans declared, but they could have "little claim to the confidence 
of independent freemen." 7 
Orsamus C. Merrill, a future congressman and a highly partisan 
Republican speaker in Bennington,Vermont, on August 16, 1815, 
also revealed the lingering bitterness against the Federalists. Oppo-
nents of the war, he said, must be counted as public enemies: "A 
portion of our people gloried in the misfortunes of the country, in 
times of war, and avowed in legislative bodies they could not rejoice 
at success." Those enemies, however, were properly rewarded as 
"The gloomy curtain of mourning they had woven in anticipation 
for the hearse of departed national glory-was converted to a pall 
for their dead political monster, and shred to weeds of sadness for 
their own humiliation." He concluded, "The history of this war 
will afford us important lessons. The advantage and necessity of 
patriotism and firmness ... [and) the peaceful triumph of union, 
over the fallen depravity of faction." 8 
Contemporary accounts suggest that many Federalists did in-
deed admire the British system, and the distrust of Federalists may 
have been warranted in some cases. Former Congressman Ebenezer 
Sage wrote, for example, to his friend and fellow New Yorker, Con-
gressman John WTaylor, on January 27, 1816, "I spent a few weeks 
last summer in Connecticut among my early friends, and the Prince 
Regent can boast of no such devoted faithful subjects in England, 
or even Scotland."9 Federalists, on the other hand, were not certain 
they could trust the Republicans either. A Federalist political tract 
written at the end of the war in February 1815 rejoiced at peace, 
because it delivered the country from the evils the administration 
had brought upon the people, but it warned that those who ex-
pected that peace "would bring internal tranquility and soften the 
asperities of party spirit" were mistaken. "The termination of the 
war," the tract continued, "is made by the adherents of administra-
tion, a new source of malignant contumely and clamour against 
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their political opponents." Federalists, it said, could expect to "suf-
fer party proscriptions, gerrymandering, etc." 10 
Nevertheless, the circumstances that had threatened a possible 
divergence of the country into separate societies was now removed. 
Not until another great struggle over slavery was the Union again 
threatened. The divisiveness of the war was a sobering reminder to 
Americans just how fragile their democracy was, and in the after-
math of the conflict, there developed a consensus that party ani-
mosities should be quelled and the country brought together. 
Differences were muted.A book published by an Irish-born Phila-
delphia publisher late in the war (November 1814) undoubtedly 
influenced the post-war demand for a healing of party animosities. 
Mathew Carey's, The Olive Branch, insisted that his objective was to 
dissipate "party rage and rancor." The fault, he argued, lay on both 
sides of the political spectrum, and he appealed for mutual forgive-
ness and harmony. Carey was an unlikely candidate to be a healer. 
He was well known as a violent Irish patriot who, in 1784, fled 
from prosecution to America, disguised as a woman. He eventually 
emerged as a leading book publisher in Philadelphia. Among the 
works he published was the immensely successful biography of 
George Washington by Mason L. "Parson" Weems (with its tale of 
the cherry tree), who was also Carey's most successful book ped-
dler. 11 Carey was also well known as a partisan of the Republican 
Party and, as John Quincy Adams noted, in the Olive Branch "all his 
acknowledgments of faults on that side are apologetic; while all his 
enumerations of faults on the other side are charges." 12 Neverthe-
less, by January 1816, Carey's book had reached a seventh edition, 
testifying to its popularity. 
Although Carey faulted both parties for their conduct, Federal-
ists correctly believed he laid his heaviest blows upon them. William 
Coleman, editor of the Federalist New York Evening Post, character-
ized the Olive Branch as" one of the most insidious publications that 
has appeared in this country." In essence, Carey's work was a long 
diatribe against political parties. Anti-partyism ran through almost 
every page. Carey asserted in his preface to the first edition, for 
example, that "indiscriminate adherence to party ... encourages the 
leaders to proceed to extremities . . . which the good sense of their 
followers may reprobate, but from which they have not fortitude 
enough to withhold their support." In another place he commented, 
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"No man who has any public spirit, can take a review of our history 
without feeling the deepest regret at the extent of the mischief this 
miserable system of conduct has produced." 13 
Carey also argued that Federalist opposition to government 
measures contributed to causing the War of 1812, because they en-
couraged Britain to proceed in her outrages against the United 
States. He attributed the Federalist course to "a few ambitious dema-
gogues in Boston," who had led the nation to the brink of dissolu-
tion. His advice to the Federalists was to regard charitably their 
Republican adversaries as intending to promote the public good. 
Only by supporting such measures could they ever hope to regain 
political power. 14 
An incensed New York Federalist, William McKean, wrote a 
231-page book "to pluck the mask from the face of hypocrisy." 
McKean labeled Carey's Olive Branch, "a mere collection of demo-
cratic newspaper slander against Federalists-a perfect farrago of 
opprobrium, gleaned from documents, speeches, toasts, and grog-
shop harangues." He rejected allegations that Federalist conduct 
provoked British measures that led to war, declaring that Federalists 
had a "Constitutional and absolute right to complain" about the war, 
and he denied unequivocally that "any project has been formed, at 
any time, or that any measures have been taken by any body of men, 
in the New England states, to bring about a separation of the states." 15 
Other Federalist publications in 1816 also tried to place their 
opposition to the war in a more favorable light. They noted, allud-
ing perhaps to the Republican riot in Baltimore in 1812, that Fed-
eralists never resorted to mob violence or other lawless resistance. 
In fact, they "submitted with patience to privations, which they felt 
oppressive and ruinous. They contributed their money and their 
blood to a war, which they regarded as unnecessary, if not ulti-
mately fatal to the happiness and liberty of their country." Federal-
ist opposition to the war was an exercise of freedom of expression 
and should not be imputed a crime. Instead, they were being as-
sailed in Republican papers "as the most vicious and traiterous [sic] 
beings in existence." As one author argued, "Our party divisions 
have already inflicted deep and dangerous wounds on the republic, 
to prevent which from rankling into deadly and incurable sores, 
will require the most patient, lenient and judicious treatment, from 
those intrusted with its safeguard." 16 
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Although Federalists did not fully comprehend the new circum-
stances, the anti-party rhetoric actually benefitted them. They had 
good reason to fear proscription after their conduct during the war, 
and many Republicans were in a vengeful mood. Thus the climate of 
conciliation reflected in the anti-party literature not only soothed the 
political passions, it opened the way for a new political beginning that 
invited politicians to reconsider their partisan positions of the past 
and look to a future doing what was best for the country, rather than 
what was good for the Republican or Federalist parties. 
In fact, moderates in both parties were deeply disturbed by the 
consequences of partisan behavior, and the decline in party activity 
after the War of 1812 showed that many Americans were not will-
ing to accept a permanence in political divisions .The new and grow-
ing spirit of nationalism owed much to this feeling. Yet, as some no 
doubt recognized, this growing belief that political attachments 
should be sacrificed for the sake of union was an illusion. Old pas-
sions and party loyalties still persisted, and many publications warned 
about the dangers of a partisan spirit. "A Citizen oNermont," writing 
at the end of the War of 1812, declared that the evil of party spirit 
was responsible for the present national calamities. It had distracted 
public councils, enfeebled the public administration, agitated the 
community, kindled animosity of one section against another. A 
revolution of public opinion was "indispensable," and he cautioned, 
"No republic has ever fallen, without being first torn asunder by 
party dissensions." 17 
The pages of the influential Niles' Weekly Register reflected the 
ambivalence of the American people. Probably the most widely 
read paper in the country, it was really a news magazine and is today 
perhaps the most important primary source for historians of the 
early republic. Niles strove for a neutral partisan stance, but his incli-
nations were strongly nationalistic and pro-Jeffersonian. 18 A Sep-
tember 1815 editorial reflected both the rising expectations of the 
country and the lingering distrust of the Federalists. "A high and 
honorable feeling generally prevails," he wrote, "and the people 
begin to assume, more and more, a NATIONAL CHARACTER." 
He continued, however, "In the general prosperity, we behold the 
downfall of that faction which would have made a common inter-
est with the British, during the late war ... they are despised by the 
people they would have given soul and body to serve ... they are 
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laughed at by all who consider them too contemptible for serious 
rebuke." "[They] must be carefully watched," he insisted. 19 Jesse 
Buel in the Albany Argus was similarly ambivalent. He commented 
favorably in June 1816 on the moderate tone adopted by the newly 
elected Governor of Massachusetts, John Brooks. "Whether we are 
to ascribe its mildness to a conviction of the errors of federalism, or 
to look upon it as a bait thrown out to propitiate republican fever, 
time will determine."20 
Others, however, were more forgiving. "The Cogitations of 
Uncle John," published in the Otsego (NY) Herald in the spring of 
1816, related the tale of the meeting of three travelers including a 
Republican and a Federalist tavern owner. After their mutually prof-
itable exchange of ideas, the moral was drawn: "There were wise, 
sincere, and good men in both parties; seeing things in different 
aspects, but having equally at heart the best interests of our country; 
and that it was only necessary for the good of both parties to be 
better acquainted with each other's character and views, to do away 
a great portion of the party spirit that disturbs the land."21 
There is considerable evidence that indeed an "Era of Good 
Feelings" arose after the war and lasted at least into 1817, which was 
reflected in a growing sense of pride in country and an emerging 
nationalism. President James Madison set the tone in his Seventh 
Annual Message in December 1815. He asserted that American arms 
in the late war had gained a reputation and respect abroad. With a 
growing population, a productive and extensive territory, coupled 
with the industrious and fertile ingenuity of its -people, the United 
States was a "highly favored and happy country."22 The "happy" 
mood was reflected in the proceedings of the Fourteenth Congress. 
One of the themes heard early and often in the first session was the 
lack of party spirit. Perhaps even more surprising is that these senti-
ments were generally fulfilled in the course of this Congress. Will-
iam Gaston of North Carolina expressed early in the session his 
"perfect disposition to cooperate with his associates of whatever 
political party, in any measures which might promote the public 
weal." He welcomed a time when "the troubled night of war had 
departed, and the day-star of peace again beamed on our land, there 
would be at least a short interval of calm and sunshine, in which all 
could work cheerfully and harmoniously together." 23 South 
Carolina's John C. Calhoun, in a speech delivered on January 2, 
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1816, observed, "Now we see everywhere a nationality of feeling; 
we hear sentiments from every part of the House in favor ofUnion, 
and against a sectional spirit."24 Samuel W Dana, a Federalist from 
Connecticut, told the Senate in March 1816, "The distinction be-
tween the two parties which formerly existed ... was now, or soon 
would be, merely nominal." Benjamin Huger of South Carolina 
boldly declared early in the second session, "Party feelings are alto-
gether extinct. " 25 
Several congressmen wrote circular letters to their constituents 
at the end of the session in the spring of 1816 commenting, among 
other things, on the lack of party spirit. Samuel S. Connor of Mas-
sachusetts wrote, "I am happy to inform you, that scarcely any thing 
of party feeling, or animosity, has made its appearance here this 
winter." North Carolina's Lewis Williams noted, "among the most 
auspicious appearances of the times, is the obliteration of party spirit. 
No question at the present session of congress has been discussed or 
determined on the ground of party." Another North Carolinian, 
Samuel Dickens, at the end of the second session in March 1817, 
wrote, "In Congress ... party spirit is so far extinct, that the time 
seems to have passed away, and I fondly hope will never again occur 
when party measures, ruinous to the best interests of the country, 
can be carried by the mere force of a name." Dickens added a wry 
commentary on the political change, "Most of the principles and 
measures adopted and advocated by Washington and his political 
disciples, which for a time were unfortunately departed from, are 
again resorted to and now prevail."26 
Although partisan rhetoric was noticeably absent during this 
session, there were occasions when partisan tempers flared. The sen-
sitivities raised over the War of 1812 lingered just beneath the sur-
face. During a debate over additional military academies, Cyrus King, 
perhaps forgetting the gentlemanly decorum that had thus far been 
maintained in the debate, launched into a tirade that no doubt re-
minded auditors of the bitterness of the previous Congress. The 
Massachusetts congressman questioned the constitutionality of new 
military academies and asserted the real object of the bill was ex-
ecutive patronage to provide for "the young fry of the Administra-
tion ... and the royal cousins of the Palace." Only sons of the rich 
and powerful gained admission to West Point, he declared, and only 
children of the favored few were appointed as midshipmen. 
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King also attacked references in Congress and in party prints to 
the glory and success of the late war. In fact, he asserted, a compari-
son of the supposed causes of the war with the treaty of peace 
showed that the goals had been "abandoned, surrendered, given up 
to your enemy."The treaty, he insisted, was "humiliating." The real 
result of the war was "millions of treasure wasted, and thousands of 
lives of American citizens, each as valuable as that of your President, 
sacrificed, in a ruinous, unnecessary, and inexpedient war." He con-
cluded his criticism, "Let the friends and promoters of that war, in 
future, maintain that humble silence thereon which its solemnity 
demands."27 
King's speech brought an angry retort by Richard M.Johnson, 
a hero of the war and the reputed slayer of the famous Indian leader 
Tecumseh. While King held the declaration of war in abhorrence, 
Johnson declared that he held in equal abhorrence "the violent 
opposition to that war, and that disaffection to the Constitution 
which prevailed in many parts of the United States, and in none to 
a more criminal extent than that in which the gentleman resided." 
Disunion, the Kentuckian asserted, was the chief cause of the ca-
lamities, as well as the want of proper military instruction proposed 
in this bill. "It was this mean, submitting spirit," Johnson added, 
"united to an incessant opposition to the Administration, the object 
of which was power, that most of the disasters and evils of the war 
may be attributed." King, somewhat chastened, explained, and 
Johnson declined to say anything more. 28 
Rufus King had an interesting observation that is the key to 
understanding what was happening to the political process in 1816. 
His analysis of the current situation was extremely astute. As long as 
the parties were nearly equal in number, the New Yorker argued, 
moderation and wise policy would be overridden by party consid-
erations. "When the ascendancy of one party is established and the 
other is so small a minority as to excite little or no apprehension of 
their being able to overturn their rivals, the counsels of wisdom and 
experience may be listened to, & the welfare and prosperity of the 
nation may be consulted without fear of endangering the interests 
of the Rulers."29 With no prospect of regaining political ascen-
dancy, Federalists, King implied, could at least expect a tolerable 
situation with one party dominance that acted more like a no party 
system. Whether Federalists might expect to gain a share of public 
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offices by acquiescing and accepting the demise of their party was 
uncertain. As many historians have noted, the long years of Repub-
lican ascendancy entrenched a group of federal office holders who 
further maintained the party's position. Carl E. Prince, for example, 
noted that between 1800 and 1817 nearly two thirds of the profes-
sional party operatives in New Jersey received some appointive of-
fice, and he added that "in New Jersey, the Democratic-Republican 
interest was not a party of yeoman farmers, but a party of office-
holders."30 
The new spirit of pride and optimism that infused the national 
legislature was also reflected in the annual messages of the gover-
nors of several states. While they occasionally engaged in rhetorical 
flourishes, there is little reason to doubt the sincerity of the views 
they expressed. Governor William Plumer of New Hampshire de-
clared that the country had "set an example in war, which the na-
tions of Europe cannot fail to admire." Governor William Jones of 
Rhode Island stated that "from the immense native resources of 
our country, we may reasonably calculate upon the gradual increase 
of national wealth and strength." Jonas Galusha, ofVermont, as-
serted that it was an auspicious time "to correct our errors, to ce-
ment our Union." He added, "The constant emigration to this 
country from under the governments ofEurope, is an evidence that 
we possess privileges and blessings, superior to the other nations of 
the earth."31 Governor William Miller ofN orth Carolina concluded 
that despite its calamities the war, "illustrated the capacity of the 
United States to be a great, a free, and a flourishing nation. It has put 
to flight the stale objection of the imbecility of republics for warlike 
operations."32 Governor Simon Snyder ofPennsylvania assured his 
legislature the achievements in the War of 1812 and the recent naval 
war with Algiers "makes us proud of the name of Americans ... the 
late war has done more to secure the permanence of our republican 
institutions and to establish for us a character abroad, than its most 
zealous advocates and most sanguine friends could have hoped." 
Warning against the "baleful consequences ofbeing divided people," 
he declared, "We must cherish a national spirit and become a united 
people against all foreign foes."33 
The opinions of the governors were confirmed by their repre-
sentatives in Europe. Albert Gallatin, our Minister to France, wrote 
to Thomas Jefferson in September 1815, that the war had been 
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useful. "The character of America stands now as high as ever on the 
European continent, and higher than ever it did in Great Britain." 
He added that we were "generally respected and considered as the 
nation designed to check the naval despotism of England."34 John 
Quincy Adams, who had recently helped Gallatin negotiate not 
only the peace treaty ending the War of 1812 but also the Com-
mercial Convention, and was now serving as our Minister to En-
gland, agreed with Gallatin and the state governors that the war 
overall "was much more beneficial than injurious to our Country." 
It had "raised our national character in the eyes of all Europe."35 
Adams also concurred with many Americans and their leaders who 
considered the Treaty of Ghent ending the War of 1812 only a truce 
and believed war with Great Britain was certain in the near future. 
In Congress, the most outspoken were John C. Calhoun and Henry 
Clay, neither of whom, it should be noted, took to the "tented 
field" during the past war. Calhoun declared at one point in Janu-
ary 1816, "I am sure that future wars with England are possible, but, 
I will say more, that they are highly probable-nay, that they will 
certainly take place. Future wars, I fear, with the honorable Speaker 
[Clay], future wars, long and bloody, will exist between this country 
and Great Britain."36 
One of the many unpleasant incidents that embittered relations 
between the United States and Great Britain after the war was the 
so-called Dartmoor Massacre that occurred in April 1815. Dartmoor 
was the notorious British prison that held approximately 5000 men, 
many impressed American sailors. Among the prisoners were about 
450 African-Americans. Their leader was "King Dick," described 
as "a black Hercules," who kept order with the assistance of a black 
preacher named "Simon" and another spiritual leader named "John." 
When it was reported in the prison that the War of 1812 had ended, 
the American prisoners naturally demanded their release. However, 
the British commandant of Dartmoor, Thomas George Shortland, 
refused to release the prisoners except upon orders from his superi-
ors. When the prisoners attempted to leave anyway, British soldiers 
fired into the crowd, killing at least seven Americans and wounding 
many more. Shortly thereafter, the prisoners were officially released. 
Word of the "massacre" spread, and anger against the British was 
fanned throughout the United States by the American press. The 
American government demanded an explanation. The subsequent 
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investigation was inconclusive, but the British expressed their regret 
and proposed compensation to the families. Secretary of State James 
Monroe, however, rejected the offer, apparently because it was too 
little and the explanations were inadequate. For the British, the in-
cident was an embarrassment, and Lord Castlereagh, the British for-
eign minister, was quoted in response to a member of Parliament 
on February 14, 1816, that it was "his most ardent wish to discoun-
tenance this feeling on both sides, and to promote between the two 
nations feelings of reciprocal amity and regard."37 
The reaction in Congress was remarkably restrained. On Janu-
ary 4, 1816,James Pleasants ofVirginia moved to have the President 
lay before the House all of the communications and documents 
relating to the transactions at Dartmoor. The report was received 
and laid on the table about four weeks later. Then on February 19, 
Pleasants, for the Naval Affairs Committee, reported a bill placing 
the surviving impressed seamen confined at Dartmoor on the list of 
naval pensioners. The House amended the bill to make the effective 
date April6, 1815 (the day the massacre took place), and the mea-
sure was passed on March 25.38 While the memory of the Dartmoor 
Massacre no doubt lingered in American minds for many years, it 
was apparently accepted for what it was-a tragic, but unplanned, 
incident. 
Anti-British sentiment was also fanned by supposed slurs cast 
upon Americans by the Edinburgh Review. The editors, in comment-
ing upon the state of literature in the United States in 1816, de-
clared that purity of style and fastidiousness of taste was "not yet to 
be found we are afraid ... even among the better educated Ameri-
cans."39 This was only the beginning of a prolonged dispute that 
was further agitated by the aspersions of the Rev. Sydney Smith, 
Canon of St. Paul's Cathedral and founder of the Edinburgh Review, 
in the years that followed. His dismissive statement in 1818, "Litera-
ture the Americans have none," spurred Robert Walsh to write a 
vigorous book in 1819 defending American literature and culture. 40 
One of the ironies of the American experience is, as North 
Carolina's Governor Miller noted, that anti-foreign sentiment has 
always been part of the national spirit, yet Americans are uniquely a 
blend of many foreigners. There has also always been a certain am-
bivalence about welcoming new arrivals from foreign shores.John 
Randolph may or may not have been expressing the views of his 
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fellow Virginians when he stated in a speech in Congress in the 
spring of 1816, that Europeans coming to America must have no 
share in our government, and in order to protect freedom in the 
United States "you must endeavor to stop this flood of foreign 
emigration."41 It is likely that the prevailing sentiment of Ameri-
cans was represented more faithfully by the Shamrock Society of 
New York, which published in 1816 a little pamphlet giving hints 
to emigrants from Europe. The authors gave an overview of the 
government of the United States, including comments on political 
parties. They asserted that Republicans were attached to popular 
government, while the Federalists were "thought to have a leaning 
towards aristocracy.'' New immigrants were advised to observe and 
make their own judgments before plunging into politics. They were 
also informed that the practical result of the liberty practiced in the 
United States was that "the poorer classes in this community are 
more civilized, more polite and friendly, though not so submissive, as 
persons of the same fortunes in Europe." New York City held at that 
time approximately 12,000 Irish, and an equal number of other for-
eigners. All were strenuous supporters of the government, and the 
laws were made by the majority for the good of the greatest number. 
The pamphlet also advised that between the thirty-seventh and 
the forty-second degrees latitude was the most congenial for Euro-
peans. The authors also noted, without passing censure, that some 
white men in the South "think it disreputable to follow the plow." 
Much useful information was included-and some dubious (for 
example, one should not drink cold water when very hot). The 
pamphlet is instructive about revealing what the writers thought of 
their country. They quoted Benjamin Franklin, for example, that 
America was a land of labor and that idlers would be shunned by 
decent people. Americans did not inquire," Mat is he? but Mat can 
he do?"The new arrivals were admonished not to linger in seaports 
but to go inland and learn agriculture. Seaport towns were more 
expensive and had more temptations, such as drink. Despite evi-
dence that suggested Americans were consuming more and more 
alcoholic beverages, the authors insisted, "In few countries is drunk-
enness more despised than in this." Americans also preferred to 
purchase and work on their own land, rather than live on wages. 
The authors also gave a representative sampling of wages in New 
York City for several occupations, such as stonecutters and brick-
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layers ($2 per day), carpenters ($1.87 per day), and ordinary laborers 
($1 to $1.25 per day). Other opportunities for Irishmen included 
preceptors (or teachers). 
The authors also characterized the land as bountiful and rich in 
natural resources. They even expressed sentiments that would later 
be called "manifest destiny": "In time our settlements will reach 
the borders of the Pacific." Pennsylvania was deemed a suitable 
place for Irish to settle, and there was still plenty of good land. 
Western New York also had fine land, but its value would increase 
greatly when the canal to Lake Erie was completed. They also iden-
tified ways to travel to the West, noting that the National Road was 
not yet completed. From Pittsburgh, however, a traveler could de-
scend the Ohio River into Kentucky or Indiana, to the Mississippi 
River, and thence up to St. Louis or the Illinois Territory. 
Contrary to the words of Randolph, prospective immigrants 
were assured "nowhere in the world is a well-conducted foreigner 
received into the bosom of the state with equal liberality and readi-
ness as in America." Finally, they added, "The extraordinary char-
acters which the United States have produced may be, in some 
measure, ascribed to the mixed blood <if so many nations flowing in our 
veins; and ... will carry, in this country, all the improvable faculties of 
human nature to the highest state of perfection."42 
Not only immigrants were attracted to the West; another con-
sequence oftheWar of1812 was to unleash the pent-up desire of 
many native Americans to head west in search of a better life. If 
nothing else, the War of 1812 was a successful Indian war. The 
Tecumseh Confederacy was broken in the Northwest by Gen. Wil-
liam Henry Harrison, while Gen. Andrew Jackson crushed the Creek 
Confederacy in the Southwest. Numerous treaties with the Indians 
followed ceding their territory in the West to the United States and 
opening up farmlands to new settlers. The census in 1820 showed 
that the United States grew by 2.2 million over the decade (to 9.6 
million); more than half (about 1.2 million) found their way into 
the Western country, which led to the rapid admission of four new 
states, Indiana, Mississippi, Illinois, and Alabama, before the decade 
was over. Nearly all of this movement, due to the war, occurred 
after 1815.The editor of the Buffalo Gazette, for example, observed 
in August 1815 that scarcely a day had passed without witnessing 
the movement of"several families from New England, through the 
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village for the state of 0 hio." 43 There is little doubt that the pace of 
this westward migration accelerated in 1816, as was noted earlier, 
due to the bizarre cold weather which blasted crops and caused 
many farmers to seek a more temperate climate, as well as a new 
beginning in the West. 
However these immigrants traveled west, they found horrible 
roads, which had been made abundantly evident during the late 
war. Due to the British blockade, the government was forced to 
transport goods by land on indifferent roads, which greatly ham-
pered the war effort. At war's end there were renewed calls for the 
state and federal governments to finance internal improvements, or 
at least to invest in the stock of various road and canal companies. 
Fortunately, by 1816, there was a growing interest in improving 
travel and trade with the West. The National Road from Cumberland, 
Maryland, to the Ohio River, begun in 1811, was pursued with 
new vigor after the war, and several states, most notably New York, 
were approving canal projects. 
Interestingly, by 1816, the symbol of the United States, its flag, 
was in need of alteration. Congressman Peter Wendover of New 
York pointed out in December 1816 that the original flag had one 
star and one stripe for each state. When two additional states en-
tered (Vermont and Kentucky), two stars and two stripes had been 
added. Since then, however, four additional states had been added, 
but the flag remained unchanged. Thomas B. Robertson of Louisi-
ana apparently did not see the problem. He suggested that the presi-
dent be given power to alter the flag upon the admission of new 
states. John W Taylor of New York saw the problem, but he was 
equally unhelpful. He stated that he had been told by seamen that 
our flag could be recognized at a great distance. If more stripes and 
stars were added, it "would become less distinct to distant observa-
tion." He preferred to return to the original flag with thirteen stars 
and stripes. Wendover's motion was referred to a select committee, 
which he headed. On January 2, 1817, he reported and moved a bill 
to alter the flag. His report explained the need for a change and 
gave a history of the flag, noting the Act of January 13, 1794, that 
had added two more stars and two more stripes. It was inexpedient 
to add more stripes, he contended; his bill proposed to return to the 
original thirteen stripes and to add additional stars when new states 
were admitted. 44 
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The House failed to act upon Wendover's bill, even though he 
claimed "the flag proposition is almost universally approved of." In 
the next Congress, however, Wendover's persistence paid off. On 
March 25, 1818, the House approved his bill substantially as writ-
ten. The title was changed from "alter" to "A Bill to Establish the 
Flag of the United States" and sent on to the Senate, where it was 
approved. President James Monroe signed the bill into law on April 
4.45 
In retrospect, the War of 1812 did not bring about a significant 
transformation in American life, such as the Civil War and World 
War II did. Its influence might be compared, perhaps, to the transi-
tional aspects after World War I, and the legacies of the War of 1812 
were mostly positive. The asperity of the political dialogue prior to 
and during the war was clearly being replaced by a decline of par-
tisan rancor and a growing sense of nationhood and pride in being 
an American. Prospects facing the United States in 1816 were aus-
picious, notwithstanding the failed crops caused by an anomalous 
summer. Development of manufacturing gave indications that 
Americans were on the threshold of a market revolution. Rather 
than a divided country after the war, the people were more opti-
mistic and unified than ever before. Nowhere was this new solidar-
ity more evident than in the workings of the Fourteenth Congress. 
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Chapter 3 
The Fourteenth 
Congress Begins 
When Congress convened in Washington for the first session of the 
Fourteenth Congress on December 4, 1815, the city still bore the 
scars of the British torching of the capital in August 1814. Congress, 
in fact, was meeting in the cramped quarters of the Patent Office, 
the only public structure spared by the British. A new building had 
been erected at a cost of $30,000 to accommodate Congress until 
the Capitol was ready for reoccupation. The owners asked Con-
gress to contribute $5000 and an annual rent of$1650.Both houses 
quickly accepted the offer, and the transfer of the sessions to the 
new quarters took place on Wednesday, December 13.1 The build-
ing was located on First Street, N.E., on part of the site now occu-
pied by the Supreme Court Building. Occupied from 1815 to 1819, 
it was thereafter referred to as the "Old Brick Capitol." During the 
Civil War it was used to house prisoners. 
Congress also had to find a space for their library. To replace the 
books burned by the British, they had recently purchased former 
President Thomas Jefferson's personal library for $23,950. The ex-
pense of packing and transporting the materials cost nearly $1000. 
Even temporary lodging for the books was difficult to find on Capitol 
Hill. The owner of the only house that might have been adequate, 
however, asked an annual rent of$1000. Instead, Thomas Monroe, 
the superintendent of public buildings, fit up a library room in a 
building occupied by the Post Office, which cost over $1500 for 
supplies, furniture, and labor costs. A House Library Committee 
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report in January 1816 argued that a permanent place in the Capi-
tol needed to be found for the Congressional Library. (In fact, a 
suggestion was made in the Senate in February 1817 to build a 
Library of Congress on Delaware Avenue, north of the Capitol, but 
the idea was rejected.) The Library Committee also proposed an 
annual appropriation of$10,000 to purchase books and maps, and 
they recommended raising the annual $1000 compensation for the 
Librarian, the Russian-born George Watterson, who would have to 
devise a new catalog based on Jefferson's classifications, which were 
not always classed correctly or under any heading. 2 
Work on the Capitol proceeded through 1816.Benjamin Henry 
Latrobe, the architect in charge of the project, reported progress to 
the House of Representatives early the following year. The hall of 
the Representatives, he related, "was so ruined that, although the 
columns and the vault they supported still stood, it was inevitably 
necessary to take them down, so as to clear the whole area of the 
principal story of the former work." New plans called for the areas 
of the House and gallery to be enlarged considerably. However, no 
work, except externally (windows and doors repaired), had been 
accomplished on the hall in 1816, due to problems in getting free-
stone from the quarries. The Senate wing lay in a much more ruin-
ous state. The intense heat had burst the walls, burned the marble 
columns in the Senate chamber, and found a vent through the win-
dows and up the private stairs, damaging the exterior of the wing 
materially. What work that had been done was halted when the 
Senate recommended extensive alterations and improvements. This 
entailed taking down the vaults which had been reconstructed. 
Enlargement of the Senate chamber also required the great dome 
and its semicircular wall be entirely removed, and the arches and 
walls of the two committee rooms and the lobby adjoining the 
chamber had to be demolished also.As ofFebruary 1817, work was 
progressing on the committee rooms, the vault, and walls of the 
Senate chamber. The changes, Latrobe maintained, would "render 
the building much more strong and durable than it was before the 
conflagration."3 
Samuel Lane, the Commissioner of Public Buildings, reported 
to Congressman Lewis Condict on January 31, 1817, that he ex-
pected both the House and Senate chambers to be ready by the 
autumn of 1818. Lane attributed the delay to the rearrangement of 
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the House and Senate buildings, which had produced the loss of 
one season's labor and part of another "undoing what had already 
been done."4 
Congressman John WTaylor ofNewYork believed the delay in 
repairing the Capitol was due to Latrobe. He wrote his wife in late 
December 1816 that Latrobe was "a man notorious for his extrava-
gance in every work in which he has been employed." He hoped 
that President James Monroe would fire him. Taylor continued that 
as long as Latrobe "receives a salary for superintending the building, 
I have little hope of seeing the work completed."5 Taylor got his 
wish; Latrobe was forced to resign in November 1817 due to criti-
cism of cost overruns. Charles Bulfinch replaced him in January 
1818, but the reconstruction and redesign of the Capitol would not 
be completed for another dozen years. 
James Hoban, charged with the repairs to the president's man-
sion, also reported on December 3, 1816, on the progress on that 
building. The roof had been framed and covered with shingles. The 
chimneys had been rebuilt and were about to be covered with cop-
per. Extensive stone and brick work had been undertaken, as the 
injury to the exterior walls was found to reach much deeper than 
first thought. The walls on the north front, east of the center, as well 
as on the east end of the building south of the center had to be 
taken down and rebuilt. Seven Ionic pilaster capitals had been cut 
and set, and the windows had also been rebuilt and finished. Inside, 
the doors had been framed, and the ornamental decorations on the 
doors and mahogany trimmings of the windows were "in a state of 
forwardness." On December 12, apparently in response to an in-
quiry, Hoban stated that it might be possible to have the house 
ready for the president by October 1817. At least the center and 
west end "might, with considerable exertion, be got ready."6 In fact, 
the President's Mansion, soon dubbed the "White House" because 
of its new white exterior to cover the burn stains, was ready for 
occupation by September 1817. During the interim period, Presi-
dent Madison had taken up residence at the so-called "Octagon 
House," owned by Col. John Tayloe, at the corner of New York 
Avenue and Eighteenth Street (which is still standing today). The 
new President,James Monroe, remained at his residence at 2017 I 
Street until the presidential residence was ready.7 
A recapitulation of the disbursements for repairs to the Capitol, 
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the President's House, and other government buildings showed a 
balance of about $114,600 left from the congressional appropria-
tion of $500,000 in 1815. Lane estimated in February 1817 that 
Congress would need to authorize approximately $275,000 more 
to finish the task. 8 These estimates proved to be sanguine. The work 
continued for several more years, and the expenses continued to 
mount. 9 
After the two houses were organized, with the popular Henry 
Clay elected Speaker of the House of Representatives, President 
Madison submitted his annual message to Congress. His report was 
very positive and pointed the way to a nationalistic congressional 
agenda. He cited the "successful termination" of the Algerian War, 
led by Commodore Stephen Decatur, which forced the Dey of 
Algiers to relinquish all pretensions of tribute. "Subsequent transac-
tions" with Tripoli and Tunis offered the "prospect of future secu-
rity from Barbary cruisers for our commerce." In keeping with this 
theme, Madison called for strengthening the military establishment, 
improving the organization of the militia, enlarging the Military 
Academy, and construction of a larger navy. He also recommended 
a higher tariff to protect manufacturing so as to relieve the country 
from dependence on foreign supplies; new national roads and ca-
nals; consideration of a new national bank; and a national univer-
sity. 111 
In short, Madison laid out a program that reflected the growing 
optimism of the times (some said highly Federalist), and it met with 
favor in the Fourteenth Congress. As Henry Adams noted, "Under 
the stress of war the people had selected as their representatives the 
ablest and most vigorous men of their generation." He also de-
clared that they, "for ability, energy, and usefulness, never had a su-
perior, and perhaps, since the First Congress, never an equal." 11 The 
roster of the Fourteenth Congress included two future presidents, 
two vice-presidents, five secretaries of state, a secretary of the trea-
sury, three secretaries of war, two postmaster generals, a secretary of 
the navy, and an attorney general. The roster of outstanding men in 
the House included Henry Clay,John C. Calhoun, William Lowndes, 
Richard M. Johnson, and Peter B. Porter, all of whom had been 
prominent war leaders.Anti-war leaders included Timothy Pickering, 
Daniel Webster, John Randolph of Roanoke, Thomas P. Grosvenor, 
and Richard Stanford. Other distinguished members were William 
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Pinkney and Samuel Smith from Maryland, Philip Barbour and 
Henry St. George Tucker from Virginia,Joseph Hopkinson, Samuel 
D. Ingham, and John Sergeant from Pennsylvania,John Forsyth of 
Georgia,John McLean of Ohio, and Henry Southard of New Jer-
sey. Other notables soon to join the House were John Tyler ofVir-
ginia and William Henry Harrison of Ohio. 
The Senate also claimed a distinguished group of members. Gone 
were some of the more divisive characters of the previous Congress, 
such as William Branch Giles ofVirginia, Michael Leib of Pennsyl-
vania, David Stone ofN orth Carolina, and Joseph Anderson ofTen-
nessee. Newly elected members to the Senate included Jonathan 
Roberts of Pennsylvania, George W Campbell ofTennessee, Rob-
ert G. Harper of Maryland, Nathaniel Macon from North Carolina, 
and George M.Troup from Georgia, who joined with sitting mem-
bers including Rufus King ofNewYork, who had been a member 
of the Constitutional Convention,James Barbour oNirginia, Samuel 
Dana of Connecticut, and Jeremiah Morrow from Ohio. 
After taking care of some preliminary business, a dozen stand-
ing committees as well as eight select committees were organized. 
The chair of the important Committee on Ways and Means, per-
haps the second most important position in the House, was given to 
William Lowndes, the tall (six feet six), dignified, and highly re-
spected South Carolinian.Another South Carolinian, the immensely 
talented John C. Calhoun, also rising to national prominence, was 
placed as Chair of the Committee on a Uniform National Cur-
rency. The Foreign Affairs chair was given to youngJohn Forsyth of 
Georgia, who was eventually to serve as secretary of state under 
both Presidents Andrew Jackson and Martin Van Buren. 12 
In early proceedings, the House quickly became bogged down 
in a prolonged debate over the Commercial Convention of July 3, 
1~15. The treaty, negotiated for the Americans by John Quincy 
Adams, Albert Gallatin, and Henry Clay, which essentially estab-
lished reciprocal trading rates on American and British goods col-
lected in each other's ports, evoked very little excitement. William 
Coleman, editor of the New York Evening Post, for example, informed 
Rufus King that Bostonians were "perfectly indifferent about the 
treaty, contrary to your expectations." King's former Senate col-
league,William Branch Giles oNirginia, also wrote, "it scarcely has 
excited any attention in this part of the country. It is generally sup-
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posed, that it will have the effect of increasing the competition for 
carrying our tobacco to market, and so far exempt the planters 
from the high charges of freight &c." 13 On the other side of the 
Atlantic, British shipowners were described as liking the treaty "very 
well," were" glad of the opportunity of running with us upon equal 
terms," and happy to accept nominal freight rates to letting their 
ships remain idle. 14 
At issue in the House was not the treaty itself, which was rati-
fied by the Senate in late December. Essentially, the question was 
whether the treaty had officially revoked the tax laws or whether 
the House, by legislation, needed to modify these laws to conform 
to the terms of the treaty. The debate evolved into a constitutional 
discussion not only of the meaning of the treaty-making power and 
the role of the House in this process, but also of the relative roles of 
the legislature and the executive branch. When John Forsyth, chair 
of Foreign Relations, introduced a bill on December 29 to carry 
out the provisions of the treaty, William Gaston of North Carolina 
objected, arguing that as the treaty had been ratified, it was the law 
of the land. Speaker Clay, one of the negotiators of the treaty, ex-
plained its details, but he declined to enter into a discussion of the 
treaty-making power. The proposed bill, he added, could be either 
harmless or necessary according to one's point of view. Forsyth re-
sponded that passage was "indispensable."15Philip Barbour ofVir-
ginia stated the position of the bill's advocates: the Constitution 
vested all legislative power in Congress. Because the treaty repealed 
congressionally levied duties on British goods, a legislative power, 
then such duties must be repealed by an act of Congress. 16 
As the debate progressed it became clear a strong majority fa-
vored the bill. Calhoun created a stir when he declared a treaty was 
"paramount to laws made by the common legislative powers of the 
country;" and a "contract between independent nations." He agreed, 
however, that treaty-making had limits; no treaty could alter the 
fabric of government or take steps inconsistent with the Constitu-
tion.17 Calhoun's speech drew John Randolph into the debate, not 
that the Virginian was ever shy about expressing his opinion. 
Randolph had long before established himself as a maverick who 
could not belong to any party. During the Jefferson Administration 
he had briefly served as a party leader, but that was uncongenial to 
his personality. After his break with Jefferson, Randolph led a fac-
42 1816 
John R andolph (ofRoanoke), by John Wesley Jarvis. N ational Por-
trait Gallery, Smithsonian Institution, Washington, D. C. 
The Fourteenth Congress Begins 43 
tion sometimes called Old Republicans. He was a harsh critic of 
Madison's foreign policy and an outspoken member of the anti-war 
faction during the War of1812. Randolph represented a strong states-
right point of view, and he undoubtedly considered himself more 
principled than his opponents. Certainly he spoke more often in 
debate than any other member of the Fourteenth Congress. One 
contemporary stated that "He is truly a man of astonishing powers 
of mind. His manner of speaking is the most forcible I ever wit-
nessed, and his language elegant beyond description." He added, 
"Notwithstanding all this he is certainly a very useless member." 18 
Another observer called him a "phenomenon amongst men," and 
noted, "Popular opinion has ordained Mr. Randolph the most elo-
quent speaker now in America. He amuses by his striking and graceful 
delivery, and by the most original combinations of thought, and 
ludicrous imagery." 19 Although he considered the bill trivial, he 
added his "little rill to swell the torrent of debate to which this bill 
had given rise." He denounced Calhoun's claim that a treaty was 
above the legislative power, and argued the president and Senate 
had never possessed the power, by treaty, of repealing any law of the 
land or enacting any law in its stead. He characterized Calhoun's 
views as "highly federal doctrine," which would subvert the Con-
stitution of the United States and all free government. 20 
Opponents of the bill worried the House was trying to exercise 
powers not granted to them by the Constitution and that their 
interference would anger the other branches of government. Nev-
ertheless, the bill was ordered to a third reading by a vote of 86-69, 
revealing a distinct party division. Only a few Republicans joined 
Federalists opposing the bil1.21 Calhoun's position was attacked more 
than once. Albert Cuthbert of Georgia dubbed it "fallacious," and 
Henry St. George Tucker from Virginia called it a "monstrous con-
struction." He asserted that the treaty reduced taxes, "which the 
legislative body alone can impose, and alone can abrogate." 22 
At this point, Maryland's William Pinkney, considered by many 
as the most outstanding member of the American Bar, and who had 
recently served (1811-14) as the attorney general of the United 
States, took the floor. Pinkney was also counted as one of the lead-
ing orators of the country. His delivery, one observer said, was "ve-
hement ... characterised by the most irresistible impetuosity; it is a 
conflagration ravaging the earth."23 Pinkney stated bluntly that he 
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did not view the treaty as "the still-born progeny of arrogated 
power," nor did he believe it needed "the filiation of Congress to 
make it legitimate." Useless legislation was vicious legislation. The 
president and Senate had been given exclusive control over diplo-
macy, and if the consent of the House had been intended, it would 
have been stipulated. The Constitution explicitly stated that treaties, 
regularly made, had the force of law. He considered the House bill 
an assault upon the treaty-making power and the Constitution, "alien 
to its theory and practice."24 
In the meantime, the Senate sent the House a bill declaring the 
commercial acts contrary to the provisions of the treaty" of no force 
or effect." Forsyth opposed. The House bill proposed to repeal ex-
plicitly the statutes by law. He admitted the probability the Senate 
would reject the House bill, but he wished to throw the responsi-
bility of rejecting the bill on the Senate, instead of the House. Former 
secretary of state, Timothy Pickering, expressed his hope that the 
Senate would reject the House bill as interfering with their exclu-
sive power to make treaties, while Thomas B. Robertson of Louisi-
ana marveled at the phenomenon of House members ranged against 
their own body and supporting the extravagant pretensions of the 
Senate.25 
William Lowndes contended that rejection of the Senate bill 
without consideration might create a bad public impression and 
prompt the Senate to reject the House bill. A better strategy would 
be to postpone the Senate bill and pass the House bill. If the Senate 
rejected it, the House could then amend the Senate bill to fit the 
House position. If the Senate rejected it again, the blame for the 
double rejection would be theirs; and the House could not be ac-
cused of acting in haste or passion. Pickering, however, argued that 
if the Senate would not accept the House bill, it would be better 
not to send it to the Senate at all. 26 
John W Taylor, a future Speaker of the House, denied treaties 
were the law of the land in the sense of a law of Congress. The 
hierarchy was the Constitution, then laws of Congress, and finally 
treaties (in their limited sphere). The view that legislative power 
granted to Congress by the Constitution might be usurped by the 
president and Senate was an "enormous political heresy." There 
was no guarantee the presidency and Senate would always be occu-
pied by honorable men. If the Senate rejected the House bill, the 
The Fourteenth Congress Begins 45 
latter would be required to erect barriers against the tyranny of 
Senatorial usurpationY John G. Jackson from Virginia warned that 
the opposition's desire to enhance executive power would "bind 
the nation hand and foot to the car of the Executive." 28 Joseph 
Hopkinson regretted hearing arguments based on suspicions and 
jealousies of the Senate's power. 29 Finally, the bill was passed, 86-71, 
and sent to the Senate.30 
In the upper chamber,James Barbour pointed out the obvious, 
that the House had not acted on the Senate bill but had sent one 
differing materially and "wanting in that courtesy which should be 
perpetually cherished between the two Houses. It would have been 
more decorous to have acted on our bill ... to reject or amend it." 
The issue, he noted, involved whether or not the treaty repealed 
laws of Congress. He argued that the Constitution (Art. VI) de-
clared all treaties the supreme law of the land, and all municipal 
regulations under its provisions "must ipso facto be annulled." There 
could not be two supreme laws of the land, he contended, and no 
law was necessary to execute the treaty. 31 
Eligius Fromentin of Louisiana asserted the Senate had a duty 
to resist encroachments on its rights. 32 Other Senators, however, 
such as David Daggett ofConnecticut,Jeremiah Mason from New 
Hampshire, Nathaniel Macon, and Jonathan Roberts, supported the 
House bill. Roberts stated simply, "the treaty-making power is not 
a law-making power," and the supreme law of the land clause was 
qualified by the words, "under the authority of the United States," 
which included the legislative authority. 33 
The Senate rejected the House measure 21-10.34 The House 
reluctantly took up the Senate bill. A motion to postpone indefi-
nitely was defeated, and a motion to reject by Forsyth was with-
drawn. 35 Forsyth was determined not to yield on this measure. A 
Princeton educated lawyer from Georgia, Forsyth was first elected 
to the House in 1810. He quickly emerged as a leader. Called by his 
admirers the "best off-hand orator in the world," he had not yet 
developed the traits of tact and diplomacy that marked his future 
career.36 On February 4, Forsyth moved to strike the whole bill and 
insert the House bill passed earlier. He condemned the Senate for 
attempting to deprive the House of its powers in relation to the 
origination of public revenue measures. 37 Asa Lyon ofVermont, on 
the other hand, blasted the House's effort to inject itself into the 
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treaty-making process. After more than twenty years operating un-
der the Constitution, he asked, "Are we yet ignorant of the duties 
assigned, and the bounds set to our authority?" The safety of the 
Government depended on each branch knowing and performing 
its particular duty. 38 Nevertheless, the House passed Forsyth's amend-
ment, 81-70, and sent it back to the Senate.39 
In the Senate, Rufus King's motion to postpone (effectively to 
kill the bill) was barely defeated, 18-17.40 They then rejected the 
House amendment. The House insisted on its amendments and asked 
for a conference. The Senate appointed King, Barbour, and William 
W Bibb of Georgia as their managers. Forsyth headed the managers 
for the House. The Senate managers stated they did not believe 
legislation was necessary in this case, but they would agree to a 
measure provided no precedent was established. The Senate manag-
ers wanted to retain "declared," which the House managers ac-
cepted. As King explained the Conference Committee report to 
the Senate, the word "declared" imparted the character of declara-
tory law. Forsyth's explanation of the Conference Committee re-
port was that declaratory words were viewed "as mere surplusage 
not changing or impairing the force of the act."41 Some House 
members objected that their managers had yielded the ground taken 
by the House, but the overwhelming approval of the report by a 
100-35 vote suggested that most members simply wanted to get 
the issue out of the way and go on to other business. 42 
Thus the dispute between the two houses over the Commercial 
Convention, which Rufus King called "the fruit and trophy of the 
late war," was finally reconciled. While the Senate had defended its 
exclusive role in the treaty-making process, it had yielded enough 
to allow the House managers to claim a small victory. No doubt 
House leaders understood they had pressed their position too far 
and welcomed an opportunity to retreat. Interestingly, among those 
in the House who voted against accepting the report were Calhoun 
and Pickering, who no doubt believed the Senate had conceded 
too much to the House, while others, such as Randolph and Cyrus 
King ofMassachusetts, voted against it in the belief the House yielded 
too much to the Senate. 43 
Another issue brought before Congress, aid to widows and or-
phans of soldiers killed in war, was subsumed in the debate over 
relief for disbanded officers and for Canadian refugees who fought 
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on the American side during the War of 1812. Both issues were 
brought up in mid-February, with the Canadian refugee relief dis-
cussed first. It stimulated an animated and interesting debate. Op-
ponents claimed the proposed bill would reward treachery. John W 
Hulbert of Massachusetts was particularly outraged by the proposal, 
which he characterized as inconsistent with morality and justice. 
Rewarding "faithless foreigners," he declared, confounded all no-
tions of right and wrong. While we had seduced and armed our 
enemy's subjects, he warned in future our enemy might in turn 
incite our slaves to treason and rebellion. He noted that the House 
had rejected several pleas of good Americans who had lost property 
in the war and added, "Let it not be said that these traitors ... are 
faring sumptuously at the national table, while your own citizens 
... are left, like dogs, to pick up the crumbs that fall from the same 
table." 44 
Nevertheless, despite strident opposition, several members spoke 
on behalf of the character of the Canadian refugees. Robert Wright 
stated he was sorry to see an indisposition to compensate volun-
teers invited to join the American standard. While he admired, in 
abstract, Hulbert's principles, the question was whether the Gov-
ernment would fulfill its promises made to them. When Daniel 
Webster's motion directed at killing the bill was supported by only 
about twenty-five members, it expressed the House's sentiment and 
foretold the eventual outcome. A motion by Philip P. Barbour to 
substitute a bounty of land according to rank and not on losses in 
Canada, passed, 77-49. The House adopted a bounty running from 
960 acres for a colonel to 320 for non-commissioned officers and 
privates and accepted a proposal to locate the bounty lands in Indi-
ana Territory. Despite further efforts to derail the bill, the question 
was finally passed on February 21 by a vote of 89-54. 45 
The House also clashed over providing a bounty of land for 
disbanded officers of the late war. Objections were raised that the 
bill only included regular officers, not soldiers or militia officers. 
Proponents argued that soldiers had already received bounties of 
approximately ten million acres as part of their discharge. Bounties 
under this law would amount to less than one million acres, but 
including militia officers would require at least fifty million acres. 
Oliver C. Comstock ofNewYork argued that the government had 
a legal obligation with the soldiers, and it had been met. There was 
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no such obligation owed the officers to provide further compensa-
tion. The bill also excluded meritorious officers retained in service, 
and he disliked the discrimination between regular and militia of-
ficers. Micah Taul of Kentucky argued that passage of the bill would 
disgust the militia and do great violence to public sentiment. A 
motion to strike the section passed, 7 4-60. 46 
Several constitutional amendments were offered in the Four-
teenth Congress. One of the most interesting was by North Caro-
lina to divide each state into the number of districts equal to the 
number of electoral votes each state was entitled. Each district would 
choose an elector for president. As was the custom of the time, 
North Carolina submitted their proposal to the states, as well as 
having it submitted in Congress. Several states rejected the pro-
posed amendment, including Massachusetts, although its legislature 
submitted an "improved" version that would require all districts to 
be as equal as possible in numbers and redistributed after each cen-
sus reapportionment. 47 Only the Senate discussed this proposal at 
length in the first session, and it was the Massachusetts version, in-
troduced by Senator Joseph B. Varnum. Rufus King favored the 
amendment, arguing that the election of president was no longer 
the process contemplated by the Constitution. The mode of elec-
tion should be uniform throughout the country, he asserted, and 
"no particular addresses could be made to the special interests and 
particular men of particular sections of the country."48 Opponents, 
however, worried that the use of districts instead of the at-large 
(winner take all) ticket would diminish the power of large states. 
Thus New York, with twenty-nine electoral votes, andVirginia, with 
twenty-five, might be evenly divided and carry only a weight of 
one, where Delaware, with three electors, might have a weight of 
three to one over New York orVirginia. 49 
The amendment for electoral districts was dropped by the Sen-
ate, but the North Carolina proposal was brought up again in the 
second session in the House.The amendment received some edito-
rial support in various parts of the country. Jesse Buel, for example, 
supported it in the Albany A ~gus. "The time seems to have arrived," 
he wrote, "when no party considerations forbid the permanent es-
tablishment of the uniform system proposed; when party spirit has 
lost its asperity; and the ascendancy of republican principles seem 
fixed upon a solid basis."50 Many of the same arguments advanced 
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in the first session were repeated, but there was greater support. 
Advocates saw the amendment as a much-needed reform of the 
election process, but opponents, including John Randolph, saw it as 
an infringement on states rights. He would not tamper with the 
Constitution, he said, "We are very well as it is." Nevertheless, pro-
ponents of the measure to create uniform election districts pre-
vailed in the first vote, 86-38, meeting the two-thirds requirement 
of the Constitution. Randolph professed to be more surprised by 
this vote than any he had ever witnessed in the House. He had not 
imagined the House was serious. If the amendment passed, he 
warned, "I would not give a button for the rights of the states."51 
The vote on the second part of the amendment, to choose electors 
for president in each district, failed to carry a two-thirds margin. 
The vote was 86-51, and the House, rather than prolong the de-
bate, tabled the whole measure and did not take it up again. 52 
Other amendments offered in this Congress included one from 
Georgia that would have lowered the terms of senators from six to 
four years. It received little support. In fact, it was voted down in the 
Senate by a three-to-one margin. 53 Another amendment proposed 
by Senator Nathan Sanford from New York would make all United 
States court judges subject to removal by the president and a two-
thirds vote of both houses. Rufus King and Eligius Fromentin, in 
particular, attacked the proposed amendment as a threat to the in-
dependence of the judiciary. It was eventually postponed indefi-
nitely by a substantial margin. 54 An amendment offered by Charles 
Atherton ofNew Hampshire to establish a National University was 
briefly considered and rejected, 86-54. 55 Finally, Barbour ofVir-
ginia advanced the amendment first proposed by James Madison 
(but not approved) in the 1790s which stated: "No law varying the 
compensation for the services of the Senators and Representatives 
shall take effect until an election ofRepresentatives shall have inter-
vened." Despite the unpopularity of the Compensation Act, or per-
haps because of a residual anger in Congress against the popular 
reaction, the amendment was not acted upon. The Madison amend-
ment, however, because there was no time limit established, remained 
before the country for two centuries, and it was eventually added to 
the Constitution as the Twenty-seventh Amendment in 1992.56 
A motion on January 19 by Richard Stanford of North Caro-
lina to expunge "the previous question" generated a heated debate 
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over the rules and orders of the House. He regretted "such an abomi-
nable badge of slavery should have found its way into the regula-
tions of any free deliberative assembly." It allowed a tyranny of the 
majority over the freedom of debate. Stanford was supported by 
John Randolph, who characterized the rule as a "gag law." It began 
as a way to stifle a member who "was a nuisance" (Randolph him-
self), but it was "perverted into an engine to intercept fair discus-
sion, and prevent the sense of the House from being taken." 57 
Speaker Clay defended the previous question and the right of 
the majority to make it. He insisted it was not resorted to until 
abuse of debate rendered it necessary, some members speaking 
twenty-four hours without stopping. He also said the majority should 
not be controlled by the minority. William Gaston, however, de-
clared the previous question "hostile to every principle of our Gov-
ernment, inconsistent with all notions of correct legislation, and 
without a precedent in the annals of any free deliberative assem-
bly." He had hoped that with the return of peace and "a spirit of 
mutual forbearance between the political parties of the House," it 
would be a good time to get rid of this rule. If Clay's ingenuity and 
zeal could offer no other defense than he had just heard, it could 
not be defended. Gaston traced the rule through British and Ameri-
can examples to show it had not been used to stifle debate, but since 
February 1811 it had been used in that manner, and at least six 
times in the last session. 58 
Burwell Bassett from Virginia moved to postpone the order in-
definitely. John G. Jackson and another Virginia member, Henry St. 
George Tucker, preferred to meet the issue directly. Stanford at least 
wanted the yeas and nays on his motion to show who was for and 
who against this rule. The vote, ayes 56 and 31 nays, indicated a 
quorum did not vote, which simply reflected that the House did 
not want to take up the issue. Stanford and Bassett successively with-
drew their motions, bowing to the wishes of the House. 59 
The oratorical flourishes in the first session of the Fourteenth 
Congress had revealed the outstanding quality of the members of 
this Congress, and the general good will displayed in the debates 
suggested that the issues confronting Congress would be dispas-
sionately discussed and perhaps resolved without the usual intru-
sions of partisanship. Congress had yet to tackle the really important 
issues relating to regulation of tariffs and revenue, as well as banking 
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and currency questions. These issues would not only test the new 
sense of unity in Congress, their success in deciding these economic 
issues would help determine the future strength and stability of the 
nation. 
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Chapter 4 
A Tariff and a Bank 
Perhaps the most serious questions facing the Fourteenth Congress 
were in the financial field. The country had emerged from the war 
with an accumulated debt of $127 million, which needed to be 
repaid, and the currency was also in disarray. All of the banks south 
ofNew England had suspended redemption of their bank notes in 
specie (gold and silver). The Treasury received notes for payment of 
taxes that were greatly depreciated from their face value. Congress 
was faced with the task of encouraging, or forcing, banks to redeem 
their notes in specie, and there was a strong sentiment that another 
Bank of the United States should be established to cope with the 
problem. Further, although the value of American exports increased 
greatly after the war, imports did also, and textile manufacturers, 
new fledgling industries, complained bitterly about cheap British 
exports flooding the market and undercutting their profits. They 
and their representatives in Congress demanded protection. Some 
members wished to develop a greater degree of self-sufficiency, while 
others, for patriotic reasons, believed the British should not be al-
lowed to stifle infant industries in America. The Fourteenth Con-
gress set about resolving these problems. 
On January 9, William Lowndes, for the Committee on Ways 
and Means, reported twelve resolutions intended to guide legisla-
tion relating to the debt and taxes. Lowndes was perfectly suited to 
shepherd this difficult measure through the House. First elected to 
the Twelfth Congress in 1810 as a war hawk, his intelligence and his 
calm, dispassionate demeanor quickly established him as one of the 
leaders of the House. Unfortunately, he was affiicted with poor health, 
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inflammatory rheumatism, which weakened him and eventually led 
to his death at the age of forty in 1822. Undoubtedly, but for his 
health he would have become one of the leaders of the American 
nation. He was projected by some to be a future president. 1 His 
report assumed an annual revenue of about $25.5 million, and in-
cluded a proposal for a sinking fund to reduce the debt by allocat-
ing $13.5 million annually to pay interest and principal on the 
national debt. 2 As might be expected, basic issues like taxes ignited 
a prolonged debate dealing with many aspects of American society, 
most importantly the relationship of the government to the people 
and the direction the government should take. Topics discussed were 
the need for protection of manufacturing, the retention of wartime 
taxes, the maintenance of a strong military and navy, the extent and 
duration of the direct tax, and the question of which section of the 
country benefitted or suffered from the current revenue system. 
The first resolution proposed to continue double duties until 
June 30, or until a new tariff act was passed. The salt tax and related 
bounties and allowances, duties on sugar, and stamp taxes on bank 
notes were continued, but the additional duty on postage was abol-
ished. There was grumbling about the phrase "new tariff" in the 
first resolution, but the resolutions were approved on January 19. 
Lowndes then presented the remainder of his report, which called 
for retention of the direct tax (but reduced by half to raise $3 mil-
lion). It was justified as needed to pay the public debt. 3 Henry Clay 
approved the committee's proposals, but he preferred reducing the 
direct tax (a tax on land and slaves) to $2 million and relying on a 
tariff on foreign imports as the chief source of revenue for the gov-
ernment. 4 Lowndes countered by proposing an amendment to re-
duce the wartime double tariff rates and set the rates at 42 percent 
after June 30 (i.e., regular duties plus 42 percent). Clay moved to 
insert 50 percent, which would add $1 million to revenues and 
allow that much to be taken from the direct tax. His motion, how-
ever, was defeated, 80-64, as were several other attempts to amend 
the bilP Of the remaining measures, only the salt tax excited ex-
tensive debate. Eventually all of the committee recommendations 
were passed to a third reading. 6 
Benjamin Hardin, a new congressman from Kentucky, whose 
unpolished oratory was characterized by John Randolph as "a carving 
knife whetted on a brickbat," observing "an unconquerable indis-
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position to alter, change, or modify anything reported by any one of 
the Standing Committees," nevertheless moved to repeal the direct 
tax altogether. This tax, he asserted, was calculated to enhance the 
power of government, "oppress the people and destroy the republi-
can form of government." The real object of the excessive revenue 
was to squander it on "flatterers and favorites," who might be re-
moved from office by reduction of expenses, and to give the heir 
apparent,James Monroe, popularity by repealing these odious laws. 7 
This led to a discussion on the inequality of the direct tax. The 
tax rate varied in many states. For example, in Massachusetts it was 
21 cents per $1 00; in Vermont, 30 cents; Rhode Island, 16 cents; and 
Connecticut, 13 cents. 8 Clay followed with a long speech, which 
this debate seemingly invited. He was a popular and influential leader. 
Although a Virginian by birth, he had migrated to Kentucky and 
emerged as a spokesman for the West. He served briefly in the United 
States Senate, but he entered the House ofRepresentatives in 1811 
and was immediately chosen Speaker of the House. He led a group 
of"War Hawks" that helped impel the country into war in 1812. 
He also served on the peace commission that wrote the Treaty of 
Ghent ending the war. As Speaker of the House in the Fourteenth 
Congress, Clay spoke frequently and pushed his nationalist views. 
The cry of retrenchment might be popular, he said, but it was not 
proper. The nation should not disarm itself regardless of impending 
danger. The government would be bankrupt in three years if the 
taxes were not continued. He also earnestly recommended internal 
improvements to bind the country together and a protective tariff 
to insure self-sufficiency, views that later came to be known as the 
"An1erican System."9 
Joseph Hopkinson of Pennsylvania observed the anomaly of 
the majority differing among themselves as to the measures to be 
pursued. If this movement succeeded in embarrassing the govern-
ment, he said, let it be remembered that it was not due to the Fed-
eralist opposition. In fact, he was inclined to support the taxes:"It is 
better that unfit men should have the means necessary to govern, 
than that the Government should perish for want of means." More-
over, without the land tax the South and West would pay little to 
extinguish the debt. 10 
Contrary to Hopkinson's contention, a Federalist, Cyrus King 
of Massachusetts, launched into a diatribe against the "oppressive 
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taxes" and the "overgrown, expensive" military establishment. He 
also injected sectionalism into his argument, suggesting that New 
England's lumber and other staples had been sacrificed in the Com-
mercial Convention to the cotton growers of the South and West. 
Reflecting the doctrinal confusion of this session, King 
complimented Randolph for his efforts upholding true Constitu-
tional principles. 11 James B. Reynolds from Tennessee condemned 
King's partisanship, but he also had a problem with the inequality in 
levying the direct tax, which affected Tennessee as well, and he hoped 
that could be corrected. 12 
Calhoun, who was, like Clay, in a nationalist mode, captured 
this moment and the opportunity that confronted the Fourteenth 
Congress when he observed "there were in the affairs of nations ... 
moments, on the proper use of which depended their fame, pros-
perity and duration." He hoped the measures of Congress would 
be divested of the character of parsimony. The country was growing 
rapidly and the government should encourage domestic industry, 
improve transportation, and lay taxes wisely and moderately. 13 
Randolph rejoined that these measures would "prostrate the State 
governments at the feet of the General Government." 14 
Henry St. George Tucker complimented both the "frank, manly, 
liberal, and comprehensive remarks" of Calhoun and "the watchful 
sagacity" ofRandolph. He observed the direct tax bore most heavily 
on the populated sections and was favorable to the South and West 
where population was dispersed and whose lands were not esti-
mated at its intrinsic worth. In Virginia, he said, the tax on an estate 
of $5000 would be $7, hardly odious or oppressive. 15 
Hardin's motion for an immediate repeal of the direct tax lost, 
88-69. On February 3, Clay's motion to limit the tax to one year so 
as to bring the tax annually before the House passed, 109-16. Nev-
ertheless, opponents in the House continued their assault on the 
direct tax. Richard Stanford of North Carolina declared that the 
doctrines heard in debate were "unrepublican," and he accused 
some Republicans of surpassing the Federalists. 16 He was joined by 
Randolph,Wright,John Ross ofPennsylvania, and Samuel McKee 
of Kentucky, while the tax was supported by Joseph Desha ofKen-
tucky,John Burnside from Pennsylvania, William Gaston of North 
Carolina, and William Woodward from South Carolina. 17 
North Carolina's Israel Pickens tried unsuccessfully to reduce 
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the direct tax from $3 million to $2 million. A motion to reconsider 
launched yet another debate. Charles H.Atherton ofNew Hamp-
shire declared he was for disbanding the army of tax collectors. "Do 
not enervate the American Hercules," he concluded, "by steeping 
him in the hot-bed of Executive patronage."18 
Alexander Hanson of Maryland regretted to see Federalists de-
parting from the principles and maxims of their party, but he was 
pleased to see many gentlemen on the other side converting to the 
principles ofWashington and Federalism. He commended Calhoun's 
"manly frankness and independence," and he pledged to cooperate 
to heal the wounds inflicted upon the country. Why should Re-
publicans be disowned or renounced, he asked, if they had learned 
the country could flourish and grow great by following Federalist 
principles? The vote to reconsider was defeated, and continuation 
of the direct tax of $3 million for one year was passed and referred 
to the Finance Committee to bring in a bill. 19 
On February 7, the committee recommendations on the re-
maining taxes were upheld except that the capacity tax on stills was 
reduced from 100 percent to 50 percent. 20 A week later, the en-
grossed appropriation bill was passed and sent to the Senate. The 
Senate made a few non-substantive amendments and sent them 
back to the House, which took them up on March 4. The House 
agreed to the Senate amendments and passed the bill. 21 Appropria-
tion bills usually were a pro forma process after the real decisions 
had already been made on the laws they were funding, but this was 
an extraordinary period, and decisions had to be made first on how 
to manage the large debt raised by the war. Once that decision had 
been made, Congress could then address the current needs of the 
country. 
Closely related to revenue measures was foreign trade, and in-
tertwined with it was domestic manufacturing and agriculture.What 
was beneficial to one sector of the economy was not necessarily 
favorable to another. During the debate over revenues, Southerners 
had raised the argument that would be heard often in the years to 
come against the tariff, that it would hurt their agricultural con-
stituents to benefit "the interest of the merchant and manufacturer."22 
John Randolph observed that the party that had supported the prin-
ciples of Thomas Jefferson was now adopting "old Federalism, 
vamped up into something bearing the superficial appearance of 
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Republicanism."The tariff would take money out of the pockets of 
the hardworking cultivators of the soil, he said, to give bounties to 
manufacturers to encourage them to do what they would do any-
way. He wondered why he should pay more to have his own cotton 
worked into clothing, "when by selling my raw material, I can get 
my clothing much better and cheaper from Dacca."23 Congress had 
to balance the demands of the new manufacturing interests with 
the traditional needs of agriculturalists and shipping interests in the 
first session of the Fourteenth Congress. 
The British were well aware of the growth of American manu-
facturing in the post-war period, and with large inventories and a 
desire to reestablish their former levels of export of manufactured 
goods to the United States, began emptying their warehouses and 
undercutting the prices of American manufacturers. Cheaper Brit-
ish goods, particularly textiles, led to demands by industrialists for 
congressional action to restore a balance of competition. Hezekiah 
Niles, a strong supporter of the tariff in his Niles' JM?ekly Register, 
declared that the manufacturing interest was in the "precise rela-
tion of an infant to its mother." He estimated about $100 million 
capital was invested in manufacturing in the past few years. For 
cotton, more than a half million spindles consumed 100,000 bales 
@ 300 pounds, or 30 million per annum. These spindles produced 
90 million yards @ 90 cents per yard, or $27 million, and employed 
100,000 people. 24 On the other hand, Southern farmers, buoyed by 
rising cotton prices, which reached twenty-nine cents a pound in 
1816, were expanding cotton farming and were content to con-
tinue the status quo. New England shipping interests engaged in the 
carrying trade were also loath to engage in restrictive systems or 
commercial warfare. 25 
American shippers did complain about the British policy of 
exclusion, which closed their possessions in the West Indies to Ameri-
can trade. Cyrus King observed in the House on February 4 that 
our vessels were permanently excluded from her colonial ports, while 
we threw our ports open to her. Until the British were disposed to 
trade on the most perfect reciprocity he would reject their com-
merce and encourage the produce and manufacturing of the United 
States. He moved to instruct the Committee on Foreign Relations 
to consider excluding from the ports of the United States all for-
eign vessels touching any British possession in the West Indies, from 
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which American vessels were excluded, as well as excluding or in-
creasing the duties on any goods brought from these possessions.26 
Fears were raised that King's proposition might start a new com-
mercial contest between the two countries. William A. Burwell of 
Virginia pointed out that the Convention of 1815 applied only to 
British vessels arriving from Europe, and former laws that discrimi-
nated against British navigation in our ports still applied. King's 
resolution was passed, but no action was taken by the committee. 
Undoubtedly, it was felt that the intent was subsumed under the 
broader tariff policy adopted by Congress. 27 
Petitions calling for protection flooded Congress early in the 
session and were submitted almost daily. On February 13, Speaker 
Clay laid before the House a letter from the controversial Secretary 
of the Treasury, Alexander James Dallas. Jamaican born, a man of 
great talents and enormous energy, he had drawn up a list of sug-
gested tariff duties on imported goods. That same day, Thomas 
Newton Jr., ofVirginia, Chair of the Commerce and Manufactur-
ing Committee, to whom the memorials and petitions had been 
referred, proposed protection of infant industries from British com-
petition by increasing the ad valorem taxes (percent of the value). 28 
The tariff debate opened on March 20. The Dallas proposals 
were read through and taken up by sections. Perhaps the most con-
troversial suggestion was the 25 percent ad valorem on imported 
woolen and cotton products. In committee of the whole, Clay at-
tempted to try the sense of the House by advancing the rate on 
cotton to 33.3%. He assumed the question was not whether to 
adopt protection but by how much, and his preference was ample 
duties. 29 
Clay's motion was defeated (51-43), as was Timothy Pickering's 
effort to tax all cotton cloths (except nankeen) costing below twenty-
five cents as if they cost twenty-five cents per square yard. Clay next 
tried to set the duty at thirty percent. Samuel D. Ingham ofPenn-
sylvania, a member of the Ways and Means Committee and a future 
secretary of the treasury, spoke at length defending the tariff. He 
denied it would harm navigation or was partial to the Northern 
and Middle States and not the South. Higher rates would stimulate 
competition at home, and a similar opportunity would not likely 
come again. 30 
Clay's motion carried, 68-61. This was just the beginning of 
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attempts to adjust the rates. Benjamin Huger's proposal to reduce 
the duty on brown sugar from four cents to two and a half cents per 
pound aroused the ire ofThomas B. Robertson from Louisiana. 
Agriculturalists, he argued, were as deserving of protection as manu-
facturers. If Louisiana was to be taxed to augment the wealth of 
other parts of the country, they asked for reciprocal sacrifices. He 
worried the manufacturing interest was being favored to raise rev-
enue, "whatever ruin be brought on the maritime industry, how-
ever much the agriculturalist suffer."31 He was supported by Calhoun, 
who stressed the need to establish self-sufficiency at home, but oth-
ers argued that the tax pressed too heavily on the poorer classes. 
Eventually the rate was set at three and a half cents. 32 During the 
debate, Randolph made some remarks about the tariff and the state 
of Louisiana that incensed Robertson, who was angry enough to 
challenge Randolph to a duel. Randolph refused, stating that "he 
was not disposed to sport with his precious life."33 
An item that excited considerable debate was the duty on im-
ported cottons. Daniel Webster, who was at this time tied to the 
shipping and not the manufacturing interests, moved to hold the 
rate on imported cottons at 30 percent for two years, 25 for two 
years, and then to 20 percent, which engendered yet another de-
bate. Lowndes agreed 20 percent was sufficient protection, and was 
"a return of correct principles." Erastus Root of New York and 
John Ross argued that if 20 percent was correct it should be estab-
lished now. Ross feared manufacturing "would prove destructive to 
the liberties of this Republic," and he added, "There was already a 
great necessity for a strong country party to withstand the manu-
facturing and commercial parties here."Webster's motion prevailed 
by a large majority. 34 
Ross's observation about the appearance of a manufacturing 
and commercial faction in Congress was premature, but he was 
correct that such a faction was forming which would grow ever 
stronger in the years to come. At this point in 1816, appeals to 
patriotism outweighed the fears of those who only dimly perceived 
the dramatic changes that would be wrought by the industrial and 
market revolution. 
The duties on several other items were adjusted. 35 Perhaps the 
most substantive motions were by Lowndes to allow piece goods 
imported from India that arrived after June 30 to be reexported 
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with benefit of drawback to June 30, 1817, and by Ingham to re-
duce the number of ad valorem grades. 36 The House then took up 
the committee of the whole report.A motion by Forsyth to reduce 
the duty on imported cottons to 20 percent from June 30 failed, 
despite support from several members. Robert Wright injected an 
interesting issue when he offered a resolution that would bar mem-
bers having a proprietary interest in a cotton factory from voting. 
The blatant suggestion of conflict of interest was objected to, and 
Wright withdrew his resolution. 37 
Supporters ofhigher duties on cotton goods fought hard, but a 
motion by Benjamin Hardin to establish the rates at 25 percent for 
two years, then revert to 20 percent, carried 84-60.Among the nays 
was John C. Calhoun. 38 Thomas Telfair of Georgia, an opponent of 
protection, denounced taxing, not for the coffers of the country, 
but to go "from the pockets of consumers to those of the manufac-
turer." Agriculturalists were being sacrificed to benefit the manu-
facturers. Thomas R. Gold ofNewYork admitted he had a concern 
in manufacturing, but he feared "the inundation of foreign fabrics ... 
[would lead) to their destruction." The East India Company had 
ruined English cotton manufacturing by underselling. Samuel Smith 
of Maryland did succeed in amending Hardin's motion to extend 
the 25 percent duty to three years. 39 
A few other minor modifications of the committee of the whole 
recommendations were made by the House, the most important 
being a motion by Pickering to admit all India importations within 
one year after June 30 on their paying 25 percent in addition to the 
usual 20 percent. It was approved by a large majority. 40 Randolph, 
not at all happy with the progress of the tariff measure, character-
ized it as "a scheme of public robbery ... levying an immense tax 
on one portion of the community to put money into the pockets of 
another."41 Calhoun replied that it was good policy to protect manu-
facturing. It would strengthen the security of the country in the 
event of war and make us more self sufficient. He also called for a 
system of internal improvements to bind the country together to 
"form a new and most powerful cement far outweighing any po-
litical objections that might be urged against the system."42 
On April 8, the engrossed bill was read a third time. Randolph 
made a final effort to postpone, but the sentiment of the House was 
revealed when his motion was defeated, 95-47. Randolph, Wright, 
A Tariff and a Bank 63 
and Telfair occupied several hours of the House's time opposing the 
tariff, then the final vote on passage was taken and approved, 88-
54.43 The bill was then sent to the Senate where the mood was 
strongly for protection. Several attempts to amend the bill, such as 
reducing the tax on woolen goods and salt were easily defeated, and 
a motion by Robert Goodloe Harper of Maryland to postpone 
(and thus defeat) was soundly rejected, 27-3.The Senate then passed 
the bill on April 19, 25-7, and sent it back to the House. 44 The 
House approved minor amendments made by the Senate and passed 
the bill, which was approved by the president on April 12.45 
Several Southern politicians voted for the tariff, including 
Calhoun and Lowndes. Both undoubtedly did so, as they informed 
the House, for patriotic reasons. Not only were they reacting to the 
avowed British policy of dumping to stifle the development of 
American manufacturing, they were also concerned that Great Brit-
ain still offered a military threat to the United States. They may also 
have entertained the view that the South might soon establish in-
fant industries and benefit as well. Another factor that may have 
influenced some was the undeniable need for revenue after the war. 
In fact, Southerners had succeeded in cutting the direct tax by half, 
a tax that was generally detested in the South. While there is no 
direct evidence of any bargain, some Southerners may have prom-
ised to support the tariff in return for Northern votes to reduce the 
direct tax. 46 
Overall, the average rate of the Tariff of 1816 was 20 percent, 
but higher duties (25 percent) were granted on the item of most 
interest, cotton textiles, but only for a period of three years. The tax 
on textiles and woolens fell to 20 percent after 1819. Perhaps the 
most important feature of the law was the minimum duty on cot-
ton goods.All cotton cloths costing less than twenty-five cents would 
be considered as costing that amount and taxed accordingly at 25 
percent. This was the first minimum valuation proviso, which be-
came more important in future tariff laws. The Tariff of 1816 has 
been characterized as the first protective tariff in American history, 
but the higher rates are explained primarily by the need to pay the 
war debt. It properly belongs to the series of acts from 1789, rather 
than the consciously protective tariffs of 1824, 1828, and 1832.47 
Nor should the Tariff of 1816 be considered a powerful stimulus to 
textile manufacturing. The greatest stimulus was the war, which 
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gave far greater protection from foreign competition. Nevertheless, 
the Tariff of 1816 should be remembered as the first tariff to apply 
the principle of protecting "infant industries." 
Some recognized that the United States was on the threshold of 
a new era and questioned whether encouraging manufacturing was 
a wise policy. One anonymous pamphleteer in New York won-
dered if capital would be diverted to speculation in manufacturing 
and away from agriculture. He pointed out that there was still so 
much land untouched, and he wondered whether, with the high 
price oflabor, the United States might not be at a disadvantage. He 
also worried that manufacturing would bring about ranks in soci-
ety which was incompatible with republican institutions. Finally, he 
questioned whether our population was sufficiently dense to justifY 
"withdrawing a material portion of it from the honest, and moral, 
and manly pursuits of agriculture-supposed to be the true and 
incorruptible nursery of freemen." 48 The last mentioned argument, 
that able-bodied men would be withdrawn from much needed la-
bor for agriculture, was often met, as Hezekiah Niles did in Octo-
ber 1815, that children could be usefully employed in manufacturing. 
Niles asserted that children up to the age of fourteen rendered "little 
service to their parents," and that they could be utilized as workers 
in cotton and woolen works. By paying them ten cents a day, or 
about $2 per month, a large sum would be derived "from a class of 
citizens who have generally yielded little or nothing to the com-
munity."49 
From a different perspective, the tariff was greeted with enthu-
siasm.The Norfolk,Virginia,American Beacon wrote onJuly 1,1816, 
"The new tariff going into operation today, we anticipate the plea-
sure of seeing our port crowded with arrivals from all parts of the 
world. We understand that many vessels have been off the coast 
some time, awaiting this new state of things, so advantageous to the 
importer."50 This statement reflects that the rates were actually low-
ered on many items from the double duties that had prevailed. 
Oliver Wolcott of Connecticut, a former secretary of the trea-
sury, observed to Rufus King that the tariff, particularly on cotton 
manufactures, was "entirely right," given the state of commerce, 
the demand for revenue, and the manufacturers' interest. New En-
gland, he wrote, manufactured a sufficient supply of common and 
coarse fabrics to meet the country's consumption. Prosperity was 
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threatened, however, by the want of a uniform currency. "[It) is 
severely felt here & I believe generally in the Eastern States." He 
hoped that the national bank would be adopted. 51 
Madison's annual message in December 1815 merely stated that 
"a national bank will merit consideration."Treasury Secretary Dal-
las, however, presumably with Madison's approval, wrote Calhoun, 
Chairman of the Committee on Uniform National Currency, on 
December 24, 1815, detailing a national bank plan with a capital of 
$35 million. One fifth of the capital ($7 million) and one fifth of the 
twenty-five directors would be provided by the national govern-
ment. 52 On January 8, 1816, Calhoun reported a bill to establish a 
Bank of the United States (BUS). Clearly, the bill was based on 
Dallas's letter, including a $35 million capital, a twenty-year charter, 
and one-fourth of the capital would be specie. It was also specified 
the bank would pay a bonus of$1.5 million for its charter. 53 
The Republican Party had allowed the charter of the first Bank 
of the United States to expire in 1811, but as a consequence state 
banks proliferated during the War of 1812 and paper money more 
than doubled. Congress had clearly failed to provide a uniform cur-
rency. The Coinage Act of 1792 created a gold and silver bimetallic 
currency system, but the ratio established (15 to 1), undervalued 
gold below the market value which meant that it hardly circulated. 
The lack of specie (gold and silver) forced the growing economy of 
America to rely increasingly on a variety of paper currency ranging 
in value from five cents to $10,000.54 Without adequate specie to 
back these paper notes, every bank south ofNew England was forced 
to suspend specie payments within two years of the start of the War 
of 1812. Consequently, paper money fluctuated wildly in value and 
the federal government faced bankruptcy. Congress struggled with 
this issue in 1814, and they eventually passed a bank recharter bill, 
but it was vetoed by President Madison, who objected more to the 
inadequacies of the proposed bank than because of any constitu-
tional differences. 55 
The task of pushing through a national bank bill was given to 
one of the ablest and most respected members of the Fourteenth 
Congress. Calhoun was still a very young man, only thirty-four 
years old, but he had impressed everyone with his intellect and his 
intensity. He had entered Congress as a war hawk in the Twelfth 
Congress and had quickly emerged as one of the leaders of that 
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faction. He was a tower of strength for the administration during 
the War of 1812. Calhoun had managed to be a partisan leader 
without being abrasive, and his strong post-war nationalism was 
admired by individuals in both parties. A contemporary, a promi-
nent citizen from Maine, James C. Jewett, related that he was told 
that Calhoun had "the most weight" in the House of Representa-
tives. He described Calhoun as an "elegant speaker." "He confines 
himself closely to the subject, which he always understands, and 
enlightens every one within hearing; having said all that a statesman 
should say, he is done."56 This would be an asset during the struggle 
to establish a national bank. 
Calhoun, who had taken part in the earlier debate and was well 
aware of the pitfalls confronting him, explained the bill in detail 
when it was taken up on February 26 in committee of the whole. 
He passed lightly over the constitutional issue, noting that question 
had already been freely and frequently discussed. Rather, he argued 
that the extremely depreciated state of the circulating currency 
opposed a principle of the Constitution. The power to regulate the 
currency was given to Congress, but in fact it was in the hands of 
the banks. He distinguished between banks of deposit and banks of 
discount. The latter had grown from one to 260, and their capital 
had increased from $400,000 to $80 million. These institutions, he 
asserted, now continued in violation of their contract to redeem 
notes in specie, and worse, they controlled the currency through 
bank notes. "The right of making money-an attribute of sover-
eign power, a sacred and important right-was exercised by two 
hundred and sixty banks, scattered over every part of the United 
States, not responsible to any power whatever for their issues of 
paper."The solution was to force these banks to redeem their notes 
in specie and restore uniform value. The depreciation of paper was 
caused by the vast increase of bank notes in circulation since 1811, 
from about $80 million to more than $200 million. Gold and silver 
had been drained out of the United States, but it would return if it 
became again the basis of bank transactions. Calhoun denied the 
banks were insolvent; indeed, "they were never more solvent." Bank 
stockholders had lately realized twelve to twenty percent on their 
stock. The present state of things would not cure itself, and a na-
tional bank was needed. By paying specie itself, it would m.ake specie 
payments general. It would not take paper notes from banks that 
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did not pay specie. Calhoun warned, "The evil grows, whilst the 
resistance to it becomes weak."57 
John Randolph, whose hostility to state banks was well known, 
rose to say that he "was glad to see a cause so important in hands so 
able." While he might not agree with the mode of remedying the 
evil, he would support an adequate remedy for this enormous evil. 
Others, like Jonathan Ward of New York, admitted the evil but op-
posed the remedy. He believed a better way would be for the gov-
ernment not to accept notes of banks refusing to pay specie. This 
mode should be tried before considering establishing a national 
bank. 58 
The general mood of the House favored the idea of a national 
bank, but there were many varied objections. Some wanted a less 
complex plan, others were hostile to government control, a few 
opposed the use of treasury notes to form part of the capital, and 
still others opposed giving the bank power to authorize suspension 
of payments in specie. 59 The strongest opposition, however, came 
from state bank supporters. John Sergeant, although from Philadel-
phia and well aware of the advantage of having the BUS headquar-
tered in that city, nevertheless moved to reduce the capital of the 
bank from $35 million to $20 million. Politically, the bill would 
"create a vast machine of incalculable force" and should be ap-
proached with great caution. State banks had a claim to public con-
sideration. Their predicament was due to loans to the government 
for defense and to a run on the banks that occurred after the cap-
ture ofWashington, forcing a suspension of specie payment. State 
banks needed more time to correct their situation instead of relying 
on a very doubtful experiment. Sergeant questioned whether the 
BUS would acquire sufficient specie to become a specie bank, and 
in any event it should not be allowed to issue more in paper than it 
actually possessed in specie. 60 Several members agreed with Ser-
geant, arguing that limiting the capital would narrow to some ex-
tent the power of the bank. Others, however, contended that new 
and growing countries needed more, not less capital, and high in-
terest rates suggested the demand for more capital. 61 
Daniel Webster, surprisingly, considering his later staunch sup-
port for the BUS, registered his opposition. The evil was due to 
banks issuing more paper money than they could redeem. Instead 
of establishing a bank, the government should interdict the paper of 
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banks not paying specie from being received at the custom-house. 
A national bank, he contended, should not be used to rectifY the 
present state of the currency, but to aid the government in the exer-
cise of its power over currency. 62 Another Federalist, Joseph 
Hopkinson, while stating that he believed a national bank was nec-
essary, opposed this new system which abounded in new ingredi-
ents, many of which were known to be unsatisfactory in the 
judgment of many of the best friends of a national bank. He added 
that the greater the amount of capital, the greater the danger the 
BUS could "crush the State banks."63 
It soon became clear that Federalists comprised the main oppo-
sition to the bank, although even they did not form a united front. 
The size of the majority that voted against the Sergeant motion, 
7 4-49, gave an indication of the strength of the bank supporters. 
Nevertheless, a multitude of potent arguments were raised against 
the BUS, many of which were raised again during the recharter 
debate of 1832 leading to Jackson's ultimate destruction of the BUS. 
The problem for proponents of the measure was to avoid getting 
bogged down in details.As Calhoun stated at one point in the debate, 
"It was a fate peculiar to great measures to fail in their details."64 
Among these details was an effort to eliminate the government 
subscription to one-fifth of the bank stock. Opponents of the BUS 
argued that government stock would be an irresistible power in the 
hands of any administration, while proponents contended that own-
ership would be profitable to the government and would do no 
injury or mischief. The motion was defeated, 61-38.65 Motions to 
exempt Treasury notes as a mode of payment for government stock 
and to make the government shares receivable in stock bearing in-
terest of five percent were accepted. 66 
An attempt to strike the provision that the president and Senate 
appoint five directors excited considerable debate. Opponents ar-
gued the BUS in the hands of government might endanger the 
country; that the bank should be managed without government 
interference; that it would increase executive patronage; that the 
government appointees would be political and not men ofbusiness; 
and that government would have enough power over the bank with-
out directors. On the other side, it was urged as necessary to guard 
the interest of the public and was used in state banks without abuse; 
that the twenty directors appointed by stockholders would be com-
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petent to control the government's five; and that the government's 
appointees would be persons of wealth and respectability. Henry 
Clay found the opposition arguments to be strange. Could the gov,.. 
ernment not be trusted to appoint five directors who had no salary? 
The government should have influence over the BUS, he asserted. 
In addition to one-fifth of the capital, there would always be fifteen 
to twenty million in government deposits in its coffers. 67 
The main motion to exclude government directors failed, 79-
64, but several amendments were made that affected directors.Among 
them were provisions that government directors must hold bank 
stock; that no more than three of the five could be from the same 
state; and that the choice of president of the BUS was to be made 
from any director and not be confined to directors chosen by the 
president and Senate.68 A motion by John Randolph to add the 
word "native" in the choice of government directors was accepted, 
but when Luther Jewett ofVermont proposed adding "native" in 
choosing branch directors, Calhoun opposed it as an "odious and 
unprecedented" discrimination between native and naturalized citi-
zens. The motion was eventually rejected without a division, but 
not before Randolph vented his spleen against foreigners gener-
ally. 69 Randolph's amendment was later deleted. 70 
Clay apparently felt compelled to explain his present support 
for the new bank and his seemingly contradictory actions in the 
Senate in 1811, when he voted against the renewal of the BUS. He 
had been instructed by his constituents to oppose rechartering the 
BUS in 1811.Also, constitutional questions influenced him.A bank 
did not seem necessary then, but now one did. Suspension of specie 
payments had shaken the confidence of the public. The fluctuating 
value of paper around the country meant that taxes were no longer 
uniform, and a national bank was necessary as a counterpoise to 
state banks. 71 
The House accepted Wright's amendment to strike the clause 
making the charter forfeitable in case of non-payment of specie, 
leaving only a penalty of ten percent on their notes if not paid. 
Randolph's effort to raise the penalty to twenty percent failed. 
Webster's motion to designate "state courts" in the clause that the 
bank may sue and be sued "in all courts whatsoever," met objec-
tions that Congress did not have power to grant jurisdiction to state 
courts, but it was accepted also. 72 
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One interesting motion, in view of developments in the next 
session, was a proposal by Bolling Hall from Georgia to apply the 
bonus to internal improvements. Calhoun approved the object but 
feared this amendment might drive away some supporters. Hall 
thought it might gain some support. Thomas P. Grosvenor ofNew 
York hoped a majority of Congress would be friendly to internal 
improvements in a separate bill, but he opposed attaching it to this 
bill. Hall's motion was rejected by a considerable majority. 73 
Also interesting, considering later developments in the 1830s 
during Andrew Jackson's presidency, was a motion by Lewis Condict 
ofNew Jersey to substitute New York City for Philadelphia as the 
location of the BUS. Calhoun opposed the motion, but it was ap-
proved by Robertson and Oliver C. Comstock ofNewYork.Wright 
supported the motion, but he urged the claims of Baltimore and 
Washington. The vote on the transfer to New York, surprisingly, 
passed, 70-64. The following day, March 13, however, a motion to 
reconsider passed, 81-65, and the House then struck New York and 
inserted Philadelphia. 74 
Throughout the debate there was great sensitivity to the consti-
tutional question. When Kentucky's Alney McLean moved to pro-
hibit the establishment of branches in any state without their 
permission, he raised not only the question of a state's ability to 
protect its investment in state banks, but the constitutionality of the 
BUS as well. Calhoun expressed a wish to avoid this subject, and 
McLean's motion was defeated. 75 
Old details were raised again, particularly by Federalists seeking 
to derail the bill. Timothy Pitkin of Connecticut proposed to strike 
the appointment of five directors by the president and Senate, which 
lost, 91-54. Pitkin then tried and failed, without debate, to reduce 
the capital of the BUS from $35 million to $20 million. Charles 
Goldsborough from Maryland moved that if the government sold 
its stock, it should cease to have the right to appoint directors, which 
also failed. Finally, the House rejected Webster's proposal to increase 
the value of the shares to $400 and diminish the number to 87,500.76 
On March 14, the bill was read for a third time and passed, 80-71. 
Most of the opposition was Federalist (38), but thirty-one Repub-
licans and two no-party members, Randolph and Stanford, joined 
them. 77 
The House bill was sent on to the Senate, where debate began 
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on March 25.Jeremiah Mason ofNew Hampshire and Rufus King 
complained that the amount of specie to be raised in the initial 
subscription was too small. William W Bibb of Georgia objected 
that any amendment "would certainly endanger or defeat its pas-
sage, and that upon its fate depended, more than any other measure 
to which the attention of Congress could be drawn at this moment, 
the welfare and prosperity of the country." The regulation of the 
currency at that moment, he argued, had been "wrested from the 
hands of the Government by petty corporations and swindling in-
dividuals," and the BUS was the correct way to deal with the prob-
lem.78 
Bibb was supported by James Barbour ofVirginia, who agreed 
that the BUS was necessary to correct the evils of the mass of paper 
in circulation. Mason countered that if it was the opinion of the 
Senate that it would be dangerous to amend the bill, it would be 
better to save the labor and decide the question at once. 79 Never-
theless, a few minor amendments were adopted. A hostile motion 
by Mason that would have allowed Congress to repeal the act and 
abolish the bank if it suspended or refused specie payment for its 
notes was defeated, 17-14, which confirmed the Senate's majority 
sentiment in favor of the BUS. 80 
The Senate raised many of the same issues discussed in the House. 
For example, a move to strike the appointment of five directors by 
the president and Senate was defeated, as was an attempt to reduce 
the number of government directors proportionately if it sold its 
stock, as well as an amendment to require government directors to 
hold a minimum of$10,000 stock in the BUS.81 Finally, Delaware's 
William H. Wells's motion to postpone consideration until the first 
Monday ofDecember (effectively to defeat) was soundly defeated, 
29-6.82 
Further efforts to amend the bill brought similar rebuffs. How-
ever, a motion by David Daggett of Connecticut to authorize Con-
gress to establish a committee to examine the books of the BUS 
and bring suit if it believed the charter was violated was adopted, 
27-6, with only hard-core pro-bank supporters demurring. After 
all amendments were approved, the bill was read a third time on 
April 3, passed, 22-12, and sent back to the House.83 
The next day, Calhoun noted the Senate amendments were not 
important, and he hoped that they could be dealt with all together. 
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Randolph objected to the haste and got the House to agree to 
postpone consideration until the following day. When the BUS was 
taken up on the fifth, opponents of the BUS resorted to delaying 
tactics. Motions to postpone one week and an indefinite postpone-
ment were beaten back. Randolph, calling the BUS unconstitu-
tional, inexpedient, and dangerous, declared this bill and the tariff 
would make the present session be looked back upon as "the most 
disastrous since the commencement of the Republic." Calhoun, 
trying to avoid a debate over the constitutionality of the BUS, ar-
gued that it was unnecessary to go into this subject; the present task 
was to consider the Senate amendments. 84 
Thomas P. Grosvenor argued that the bill was not passed im-
properly. He noted that 200 state institutions had put great pressure 
on members. It required "something more than common firmness, 
it required boldness to urge the bill," he said. If the bill did not pass 
now, it never would. The constitutional question had been "long 
since put to sleep by the repeated decisions of all the proper au-
thorities, after mature reflection, and ought never again to be re-
vived."85 
Randolph declared that if the bill passed he would buy the stock, 
because it would create a great privileged order, and he would rather 
be a master than a slave. If he must have a master, he would prefer 
"one with epaulets, something that he could fear and respect, some-
thing that he could look up to, but not a master with a quill behind 
his ear."86 Others added their protest against the BUS. Interestingly, 
many Federalists explained their vote for the bill, among them 
Grosvenor, Wright, and John W Hulbert of Massachusetts, who stated 
that he would not part with friends unless they cast him off, but he 
"would prefer parting with friends to parting with his conscience." 
Finally, the House concurred in the Senate amendments, and Presi-
dent Madison signed the bill into law on April lOY 
There was still another matter to be dealt with, and Calhoun 
brought in a bill on April 6 to require banks to resume specie pay-
ments on December 31. The government would not deposit any 
money in banks that did not redeem their currency in specie. Puni-
tive provisions were later withdrawn by Calhoun, no doubt to speed 
the measure to passage. In the committee of the whole, however, 
objections were raised about the timing of specie resumption. Henry 
St. George Tucker noted that only absolute necessity induced Con-
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gress to establish the BUS, now it remained to be seen whether 
Congress would give the BUS powers to be effective. He argued 
the government had a right to dictate the medium which it would 
be paid. Banks, from self-interest, opposed resumption. They formed 
"a colossal power which it was difficult to resist," but he added, 
"the longer we delay, the more seriously is that influence to be 
apprehended."88 
Motions were made to delay resumption to March 1, 1817 and 
then to February 1, 1817. It was argued that undue haste could 
harm the whole business community. Others asserted that banks 
were making large profits and were certainly capable of resuming 
specie payments. Further delay would only bring down the full 
weight ofbanking influence on Congress in the next session. 89 These 
motions were rejected, but supporters of the bill revived efforts to 
add punitive provisions. Although the bill escaped from the com-
mittee of the whole unamended, Calhoun felt compelled to add a 
proposal to authorize an issue ofTreasury notes (he intimated he 
would ask for $15 million) to meet the possible deficiency of circu-
lating medium that might be created when banks called in their 
notes. The bill was then referred back to the committee of the 
whole. 90 
Calhoun's motion to fill the blank with $15 million, was re-
jected, 59-55, as was a motion by Thomas Newton to fill it with 
$13 million. Finally, Tucker's proposal of $10 million carried (ayes 
66). 91 On April 24, on the House floor, Calhoun withdrew the 
Treasury notes amendment. Other amendments designed to defeat 
the bill were rejected by substantial margins. 92 
When the bill was read for a third time the next day, Wright 
accused Congress of wreaking vengeance on friendly banks that 
saved the credit of the nation during the war. Now they were to be 
"sacrificed on the altar of ingratitude." He was joined in opposi-
tion by Root, Randolph, and Gaston, while Telfair, Grosvenor, 
Robertson, and Webster supported the bill. The bill was rejected 
60-59.93 
The defeat of the bill reflected that several supporters were ab-
sent when the vote was taken, rather than a rejection of the prin-
ciple of specie resumption. The next day, Webster offered a joint 
resolution that would require the secretary of the treasury not to 
accept any medium (bank notes, Treasury notes, or notes of the 
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BUS) not redeemable in specie as payment after February 1, 1817. 
Webster noted the unfairness of the situation where paper money 
fluctuated so much in value, and some sections of the country paid 
much more in value than others. Taxes ought to be equal, and the 
government should not accept paper of varied and uncertain value. 
"If it cannot collect its revenues in a better manner than this," he 
concluded, "it must cease to be a Government."94 
Webster's resolution sparked a lengthy and warm debate. Samuel 
Smith's motion to strike February 1, 1817, and insert March 1,1817, 
was barely defeated, 53-52, but the House accepted Timothy Pitkin's 
motion to set the date at February 20, 1817. Other attempts to 
amend the resolution were rejected. By a 71-34 vote, the resolution 
was read a third time and passed. The House approved amendments 
made by the Senate onApril30, and passed the resolution, 68-23.95 
Banks, particularly in the Middle States, were reluctant to re-
sume specie payments because they would be forced to contract 
their notes in circulation. Treasury Secretary Dallas issued a warn-
ing to these banks in July 1816 that the Treasury would comply 
with the resolution of Congress to collect only specie or its equiva-
lent after February 20, 1817.90 A convention representing banks of 
the Middle States was held in Philadelphia on August 6, 1816, to 
discuss the situation and their response. They declared they needed 
more time to comply, and in any event, they could not attempt 
resumption until the BUS was in operation. A formal resolution 
was adopted that the banks should resume specie payments on the 
first Monday of July 1817.97 
Secretary Dallas, exasperated with the banks, did not wish to do 
them a favor, even if the request was not unreasonable. In fact, a 
contraction of paper had already begun, and Dallas had the power 
to enforce his warning. He issued instructions to hasten the open-
ing of the BUS to January 1, 1817. In fact, the bank subscription 
was filled in August, and a board of directors was chosen in Octo-
ber. Dallas renewed his warning in September that he intended to 
comply with the congressional resolution after February 20, 1817. 
In November, former Secretary of the Navy William Jones was 
elected President of the BUS, and the bank began operations in 
January 1817.98 
Once the BUS was established, there was an effort in the House 
to investigate whether the directors had complied with the charter 
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by not meeting the specie requirement of the second installment. 
The question was whether the BUS could receive its own notes for 
the second installment. Calhoun stated that the specie capital was 
not expected to exceed the amount of the first installment. It was 
brought out that the directors had sent to Europe to obtain a large 
supply of gold and silver to insure payment of specie. Eventually, 
due to the end of the session, the inquiry was indefinitely post-
poned.99 
The banks from the Middle States held another convention on 
February 1, 1817, and they basically surrendered to Secretary Dal-
las. The currency opened at par on February 20, 1817, and the BUS 
had fulfilled the most sanguine views of its supporters. Even before 
the opening of the BUS, citizens in Lexington, Kentucky, were al-
ready petitioning the directors of the BUS to establish a branch of 
the bank in their town. Moreover, many state laws enforced com-
pliance with specie resumption by levying fines on any bank that 
failed to redeem its notes in specie. 100 
Despite skeptics who said that it could not be done, Congress 
had confronted a serious currency crisis and had taken appropriate 
action to bring the currency back under the control of the federal 
government. Unfortunately, the BUS made some early missteps that 
contributed to an economic downturn known as the Panic of1819, 
which aroused anger and distrust of the BUS in the West. 101 Con-
gress had also established the revenue on a sound footing.Also, while 
taxes were reduced somewhat, Congress was mindful of the debt 
and had set up a sinking fund plan to retire the debt, which actually 
occurred in 1836. Finally, a tentative step had been taken to protect 
American manufacturing, but this action was only the beginning of 
a century long debate on the wisdom of such a policy. Despite the 
significant achievements of the Fourteenth Congress to safeguard 
and even improve the financial condition of the country, however, 
this Congress gained even greater notoriety by their ill-fated at-
tempt to improve their own financial situation with the Compen-
sation Act of 1816. 
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Chapter 5 
Cotnpensation Act 
of 1816 
One of the most neglected aspects of early American political his-
tory is the transition from the deferential politics of the first party 
system to the popular politics of the second party system. 1 We know 
that the second party system began to take form sometime after the 
War of 1812 and before the election of Andrew Jackson, and that it 
was characterized by being more democratic than deferential in 
orientation, but historical treatments have lacked precision as to 
when this shift occurred. William Nisbet Chambers, for example, 
wrote that the first party system fell into decline, and "sometime 
around 1817 or 1819, it was no more." Richard P McCormick 
stated vaguely the first party system "deteriorated after 1815, and in 
a loose sense came to an end in 1824."Walter Dean Burnham arbi-
trarily set the end of the first party system as 1820, and Ronald P 
Formisano simply concluded, "the matter of timing remains as a 
source of confusion."2 
A little noticed event, however, greatly accelerated the shift from 
deferential to popular politics-the Compensation Act of 1816. 
Widespread public outrage resulted in the ouster of an unprec-
edented number of incumbents in the congressional elections of 
1816 and gave dramatic evidence of declining deference to public 
officials. The public reaction forced Congress to beat a humiliating 
retreat and repeal the law in the second session of the Fourteenth 
Congress. In doing so, however, they engaged in one of the most 
remarkable debates in the history ofCongress.At issue, literally, was 
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the question of vox populi, vox Dei-whether the voice of the people 
is the voice of God. It involved an intense discussion of the right of 
instruction and the nature of a representative of the people. Clearly, 
politicians learned from this that a new era was dawning, that those 
who would survive politically must pay keen attention to popular 
sentiment. 
The democratization of American politics began almost as soon 
as political parties first formed. Both the Federalist and Republican 
parties shared fundamentally the same precepts ofLockean liberal-
ism, but with one important difference. "The Jeffersonians," as Lynn 
Marshall observed," envisioned a locally established intellectual elite 
handing down great humane theories from on high, a conception 
that differed from the Hamiltonian only in the assumption that the 
theories would, if worthy, necessarily receive ratification from an 
enlightened populace." This is a crucial distinction. As William 
Nisbet Chambers noted, "the Republican outlook developed in 
terms of leaders not only acting on their following but also inter-
acting with it. "3 
Reliance upon appeals to the people became a force that could 
not be denied. David Hackett Fischer has shown that many young 
Federalists sought to imitate the successful tactics of the Jeffersonians 
by assuming stances popular with the people.The change in Ameri-
can society between 1800 and 1816, he observed, was a movement 
"from deference to political democracy, but most of all from open 
to covert elitism."4 The transition to a broader participatory politics 
was slow, perhaps even imperceptible to some politicians, but it was 
undeniably occurring. 
Many factors were involved in that change, such as a liberalized 
franchise, a diffusion of the political base through the physical growth 
of the country, improved transportation and communications, and 
changing concepts of party. As Michael Wallace noted, individuals 
oflower status or no connections could aspire to power and influ-
ence through the party organization. 5 With the steady decline of 
deference, with an increasingly egalitarian political system, and with 
no established center for court politics, the one constant for ambi-
tious individuals or interest groups was an appeal to the electorate 
for support. As Chambers observed, where conditions produced 
"regular patterns of mass participation which must be reckoned 
with in the distribution of power ... means to power will be sought 
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by politically active elements through mobilization of mass public 
opinion or a mass electorate."6 
Within this framework of development from deferential to 
democratic politics, the popular response to the Compensation Act 
constituted an important milestone. Having been told repeatedly 
that they were the ultimate repository of power, the public was 
confronted by an issue that energized them. While the issue may 
seem trivial (and perhaps was), it transcended partisanship and en-
listed broad participation. In a sense, the popular response was a 
new phenomenon in American politics that created its own inner 
dynamic. Once the force of public opinion was displayed, it took on 
a new meaning. It may even be said that American politics was 
never the same again. 
The Compensation Act arose out of a perceived need to raise 
the pay of Congress. For years congressmen had complained that 
their $6 per diem was inadequate. Their pay had not changed since 
1789, while the cost ofliving was estimated to have doubled. Mod-
ern studies suggest that there was some truth to that perception. 
One study indicates that the consumer price index, which was 108.9 
in 1789, spiked to 211 in 1814 and was still 185 in 1815.7 While 
prices gradually declined (the consumer price index was 169 for 
1816), congressmen also complained that they were further victim-
ized by receiving their pay in depreciated currency worth only 75 
percent of par. In early 1815, a House resolution to inquire into the 
expediency of raising Congress's pay was defeated overwhelmingly 
(99 to 8) on grounds that it was inappropriate in wartime. 8 
No such impediment appeared before Congress in 1816.Timo-
thy Pickering asserted the people could afford to pay their con-
gressmen. The nation's population had doubled since 1789, wealth 
had tripled, and the cost of living had increased greatly. Hezekiah 
Niles, editor of the influential Niles' Weekly Register, endorsed the 
need for a congressional pay raise in January 1816, and he asserted 
that fifty percent "would hardly be equivalent to the increased ex-
penses." Joseph Gales in the Daily National Intelligencer, agreed. He 
estimated that money in 1789 "was worth at least fifty per cent. 
perhaps an hundred per cent. more than it now is." The Baltimore 
American also endorsed a pay raise. 9 Richard M. Johnson, a popular 
representative from Kentucky and a war hero, apparently agreed to 
bring into the public arena a subject which, according to one con-
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gressman, had long been "the daily topic of conversation at the 
fireside, and in every circle." On March 4, 1816, he suggested a 
salary in lieu of the per diem should be established: "nothing ex-
travagant, nothing prodigal," perhaps comparable to the pay of a 
clerk in the executive branch. He claimed that efficiency would 
improve; congressmen would attend more punctually and sessions 
would be shorter. 10 After cursory debate, the resolution passed with-
out opposition. On March 7 a committee headed by Johnson rec-
ommended a salary of$1,500 per year which,Johnson submitted, 
was less than the salary of twenty-eight government clerks. 11 
John Randolph, the erratic and eccentric Virginian, supported 
the measure, but he moved to suspend its operation until the next 
Congress. Speaker Clay and the old Federalist Timothy Pickering 
insisted the new system should take immediate effect. It was sug-
gested that Randolph's provision would not remove the Senate from 
the same objection and the House would be accused of"false deli-
cacy." Randolph withdrew his motion, but it was renewed by Ri-
chard Stanford and "negatived by a large majority." 12 This action, it 
later developed, was a fatal mistake. 
Benjamin Huger, a Federalist from South Carolina, opposed the 
bill. Acknowledging that he was independently wealthy, he charged 
in the committee of the whole that the salary feature was a scheme 
to "render the thing palatable, and make it go down with the people." 
While the committee estimated the salary amounted to a new daily 
average ofbetween $9 and $10, Huger insisted it came to between 
$14 and $17. Commenting upon Randolph's observation that con-
gressmen were paid no more than day laborers, less than $1 per 
hour (in fact, it was more like $1 per day for common laborers and 
$2 for skilled workers), Huger noted that congressmen were in fact 
"day laborers," and he added that he remembered when economy, 
frugality, and simplicity were as much the cry and watchword as 
"dignity, and living like gentlemen." He conceded, however, that 
money had depreciated and living costs were higher. 13 
Huger's remarks obviously touched some sensitive nerves. 
Randolph suggested that Huger's arguments were better calculated 
for the "stump, than for this Committee," and he predicted the people 
would sustain the majority. Pickering stated that he "had never in 
his life taken time to think whether an act would make him popu-
lar or otherwise, and he should disregard such a consideration on 
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this occasion." Robert Wright agreed. He argued that congressmen 
could not live in the style of gentlemen. He noted that Richard M. 
Johnson even had to sell his horse and servant to make accounts. He 
then added comments that would haunt him later: that in the old 
days Maryland delegates "lived like gentlemen, and enjoyed a glass 
of generous wine, which cannot be afforded at this time for the 
present compensation." 14 
Efforts to trim the salary figure to $1,100 and $1,000 were de-
feated easily. Supporters of the bill, such as Thomas P. Grosvenor, a 
Federalist, argued that it was never intended that congressmen should 
"come here to live on hominy and molasses in hovels."There should 
be enough compensation to enable the poorest man to come to 
Congress; otherwise it was anti-republican and would bring only 
the wealthy to Congress. John C. Calhoun agreed, and he expressed 
his preference, as had Randolph, for a salary of $2,500. 15 
In a mere four days, Johnson's proposal went to committee, 
through three readings, and was passed by a vote of 81 to 6 7. The 
close vote revealed only that many congressmen, certain the bill 
would pass, and perhaps facing tough reelection battles or lacking 
the courage of their convictions, chose the safe side. In the commit-
tee of the whole, only about twenty opposed the measure. In the 
Senate, several members worried about the retrospective feature of 
the bill, but others noted the need for a pay raise and argued that 
they should follow the lead of the House, which as the purse hold-
ers of the nation was considered more immediately responsible to 
the people. With even greater haste, the Senate speeded the bill to 
passage in three days on March 14 by a vote of 21 to 11. The vote 
was not sectional. In the House, the Middle Atlantic and South 
opposed the bill; New England and the West voted for it. Dividing 
along the Mason-Dixon Line and the Ohio River, the North was 
49-35 in favor, and the South split 32-32. In the Senate, the North 
was 9-8 in favor, and the South favored it 12-3.16 
Undoubtedly, most members of Congress acted out of pure 
motives. Congressman John W Taylor of New York, for example, 
wrote to his wife that he and other congressmen would now be 
able to bring their families with them to Washington. "My objec-
tion to political employment," he stated, "has been owing chiefly 
to the absence it required from all the endearments of domestic life . 
. . . The hope of not being again necessitated to endure so long a 
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banishment from your arms enables me with more fortitude to bear 
present inconveniences." 17 
President Madison signed the bill into law on March 19, and 
congressmen received $1,500 for the first session and began to draw 
salary for the second session.A debate arose, however, over the manner 
of drawing compensation. The act referred to "annual" salary of 
$1500 in the manner heretofore used. William Lowndes, in accor-
dance with his understanding and a ruling from the attorney-gen-
eral, moved a sum to cover up to March 4, 1816. Clay disputed that 
interpretation and moved a sum to cover through the calendar year, 
arguing the public interest would be unaffected. Clay's interpreta-
tion was upheld. The House did show a sensitivity to public opin-
ion when it accepted Richard M.Johnson's motion to deduct from 
the salary an amount for member absences. 18 
There is a suggestion that members of Congress expected some 
public reaction, which was revealed in other debates. During the 
discussion of the Post Office bill in early April, there was opposition 
to a Senate amendment limiting the franking privilege. John 
Randolph alluded to the clamor against the Compensation Act, and 
stated he" could not agree to the practice of stripping the members 
of Congress of a necessary privilege, like so many livery servants." 
Daniel Webster argued that if it was proper during the session, it was 
equally proper during the recess. However, when the vote was taken, 
a strong majority (apparently mindful of public opinion) voted to 
accept the Senate amendment, 80-51. 19 
There is little reason to believe that members of Congress ex-
pected the hysterical reaction that followed. Public outrage was first 
awakened by partisan newspaper editors. William Coleman, editor 
of the staunchly Federalist New York Evening Post, immediately at-
tacked the salary law, calling it a Republican Party measure. Pickering 
cautioned Coleman that two-thirds of the Federalists had supported 
the bill. Coleman admitted that the compensation of Congress was 
inadequate, but he recalled how Republicans had used the issue of 
economy against President John Adams. "Is it not permitted to us," 
he asked, "to fight our enemy with his own weapons?" He asserted, 
in a gross misapprehension of the force he was unleashing, that the 
people would blame the majority and would never inquire how a 
particular Federalist voted. 20 
The Republican newspapers, however, cited the fact that a higher 
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percentage of Federalists voted for the salary law than Republi-
cans.21 Only the administration organ in Washington, the Daily 
National Intelligencer, generally approved the Compensation Act. On 
the issue of how much congressmen had actually increased their 
pay, editor Joseph Gales published a letter from "A Private Citizen" 
who calculated, using the average length of all sessions of Congress 
from the beginning to that time, that the new daily average com-
pensation was $9.37.22 Others, however, maliciously using Repub-
lican arguments that the law would shorten the sessions of Congress, 
concluded the new daily average would amount to fifteen, or even 
seventeen dollars. The general consensus of the editors and other 
spokesmen was that Congress had doubled its pay, to about twelve 
dollars per day. 
Public indignation, fanned by the press, was aroused to such 
heights that according to contemporaries it was without precedent 
in the history of the early republic. The phenomenon, moreover, 
transcended partisanship. Richard M.Johnson said in the aftermath 
that "the poor compensation bill excited more discontent than the 
alien or sedition laws, the quasi war with France, the internal taxes 
of 1798, the embargo, the late war with Great Britain, the Treaty of 
Ghent, or any one measure of the Government, from its existence." 
Ex-President Thomas Jefferson observed that "there has never been 
an instant before of so unanimous an opinion of the people, and 
that through every State in the Union." He predicted "almost the 
entire mass [of congressmen] will go out, not only those who sup-
ported the law or voted for it, or skulked from the vote, but those 
who voted against it or opposed it actively, if they took the money; 
and," he added, "the examples of refusals to take it were very few." 23 
Opposition to the law was manifested in many ways. Public 
meetings, invariably attended by "several hundreds of persons of 
both political parties," were held in all parts of the country to de-
nounce the salary law. They adopted indignant resolutions, usually 
between a half-dozen and a dozen, which were forwarded to news-
papers requesting that they be printed. The available lists of mem-
bers of the committees that drafted these resolutions do not confirm 
congressional allegations that they were staffed by interested politi-
cians.24These resolutions virtually exhausted the arsenal of argu-
ments against the act and undoubtedly taxed the ingenuity of the 
resolution writers and their store of adjectives to avoid redundancy. 
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One protest, for example, assailed the salary law as "high-handed 
and arbitrary," "a wanton sacrifice of our interest to their own pri-
vate emolument," "wrong and unjustifiable," "reprehensible," and 
"criminal." Another set of resolutions characterized the law as "a 
daring and profligate trespass against ... the morals of the Republic," 
"wanton extravagance," "dangerous," and "pernicious."25 
The law was denounced in presentments of grand juries, and 
members of Congress were burned in effigy in Georgia. Several 
state legislatures specifically condemned the salary law and instructed 
their representatives to work to repeal the law. The New Hampshire 
legislature even reduced the salaries of its principal officers. Finally, 
at Fourth of July celebrations, the young republic's favorite holiday, 
usually given over to celebrating the virtues of the nation, this year 
was partially reserved to condemn the odious salary law. 26 
The resolutions indicate the nearly hysterical reaction of the 
people had its foundation in fears that the Compensation Law was 
antithetical to republican virtue and would open the door to cor-
ruption in the nation's legislature and crowd the House of Repre-
sentatives with venal, corrupt, and mercenary individualsY It was 
argued that $6 per diem was a liberal allowance and $1,500 was a 
wanton extravagance; the law ignored the high taxes imposed upon 
the people and the high national debt; and that others were more 
deserving, particularly the disbanded soldiers of the late war.28 Ameri-
cans were also warned repeatedly that if these corrupt and extrava-
gant ways were continued, the United States would follow the 
example of Rome, "and like her sigh over the extinguished embers 
of republican simplicity and republican manners." 29 
Undoubtedly, this event also contributed to the declining pres-
tige of public figures. There was a strong undercurrent in the pro-
tests of a sentiment that Richard Hofstadter called "The Decline of 
the Gentleman." 311 Public opinion would not accept the premise (as 
it was given to them) that common decency required a higher style 
ofliving for public men financed by the people's money. Such dis-
tinctions between public men and the private man did not have the 
right sound to a people who were learning to see dignity as a func-
tion of humanity, and not of privilege. Admittedly, the people re-
sponded to untruths, half-truths, and blatant appeals to their 
prejudices, but they acted from deeply and sincerely felt,motives. 
There was virtually no support for the Compensation Law. One 
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rare exception was "Yankee," who warned in the Ballston Spa (NY) 
Independent American that if Congress received no pay, then only the 
rich would go to Congress. Needy men, he noted, would be paid in 
favors from the government and sell their independence. He cited 
the British Parliament where places were sold, and where members 
were not paid. "Take care brother Jonathan," he warned, "false 
economy is very dear to your purse, and very dangerous to your 
liberties; it is your national weakness."31 
Joseph Gales of the Daily National Intelligencer was the only edi-
tor to give the salary law even lukewarm support. The act, he noted, 
was "sustained by strong arguments."32 What amazed Gales, and 
many others, was the almost total preoccupation of the public with 
this topic, while virtually ignoring other seemingly more important 
issues. Gales noted in the early summer of 1816 that he sampled the 
views of some three to four hundred editors with whom he ex-
changed papers, and the Compensation Law was "the leading topic 
of discussion." Other ostensibly controversial and more important 
measures passed by the same Congress, such as the Second Bank of 
the United States and the protective tariff, he observed, "pass al-
most without remark of approval or disapproval." Even the presi-
dential election, he added, "calls forth few pens."33 
Others were equally mystified by the depth of the popular re-
sponse. The editor of the Philadelphia True American marveled that 
the people had been "thrown into convulsions" by the Compensa-
tion Act, "when others of infinitely deeper moment, of far more 
disastrous influence, pass unregarded."34 Along these same lines,John 
Randolph asked his fellow congressmen when they reconvened in 
the fall, who would have believed that the American people, who 
had borne the privations and losses of the War of 1812, a swollen 
national debt, saw the presidential election taken out of their hands 
by the caucus, and borne quietly every other sort of abuse-that 
these same people, "the great Leviathan, which slept under all these 
grievances, should be roused into action by the Fifteen Hundred 
Dollar Law?"35 
What was unique about this public reaction was not only the 
depth of the feelings but also the breadth of participation, which 
became a hallmark of popular politics in the years to come. Gales 
gave an indication of this when he noted that the Compensation 
Law had "not only pointed the pens of some of our ablest writers, 
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but has inspired those with eloquence who never spake before."36 
Similarly, Congressman Oliver C. Comstock of New York noted 
the salary law aroused not only those habitually involved in politics 
"but also many who had seldom if ever been seen before on the 
political theatre."37 
As Jefferson predicted, the wrath of the people fell on both 
Federalists and Republicans and upon all congressmen regardless of 
how they voted, on the supposition that "the receiver is as bad as 
the thief."38 In New England, the Republican legislature of New 
Hampshire and the Federalist legislatures ofRhode Island and Mas-
sachusetts instructed their representatives and senators to work for 
repeal. Daniel Webster, then a representative from New Hampshire, 
declined renomination, but he took a bitter swipe at the Federalist 
legislatures, particularly of Massachusetts, which showed no appre-
ciation for the labors of their Federalist members, "who came here 
to be kicked and stoned and abused," in her behalf. "No respect for 
talents, services, character, or feelings," he added, "restrained her from 
joining with the lowest democracy in its loudest cry." He con-
cluded disgustedly, "I pity the mass, who meaning right, have not 
knowledge enough to know what right is-the rest I despise."39 
Timothy Pickering, fearing defeat, declined to run rather than de-
fer to popular sentiment. "In voting for the Compensation Law, as 
in every other act of my public life," he declared in a widely pub-
lished letter, "I did not take time to consider whether it would be 
popular or unpopular; but simply whether the measure was right 
and just and calculated to promote the public good."40 
In the Middle Atlantic states, three quarters of the New York 
representatives were not returned. In Pennsylvania there were many 
public gatherings and resolutions condemning the salary law. Wil-
liam Duane's Philadelphia Aurora led the way in attacking the act. In 
New Jersey, Congressman Lewis Condict said the law was not just 
"a two-edged sword, aimed at the throats ofboth friends and foes," 
but "a sort of triangular weapon. I have been dismissed for voting 
for the bill; one of my colleagues for voting against it, and another 
one for not voting at all on either side."41 In Federalist Delaware, 
the two representatives who had voted for the law were not re-
nominated, creating a bitter rift in the Federalist Party in that state. 42 
One of them, Thomas Clayton, in a public letter, complained that 
he had been persuaded to sacrifice his lucrative law practice to run 
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for Congress, and he was now rudely rejected by some of the very 
people who had persuaded him to make that sacrifice. He added, "I 
did vote for it, and I voted for it conscientiously, believing it to be 
right .... If you wish to engage men of talents in your service you 
must pay them."43 In Maryland, the popular and powerful Samuel 
Smith, who voted for the law, won reelection only after declaring 
his intention to vote for repeal at the next session of Congress. 
Former Governor Robert Wright, whose comments in Congress 
that a pay raise was necessary to enable the members to live like 
gentlemen was quoted unceasingly by opponents of the law, was 
not renominated to embarrass the people of Maryland again. 
Southerners also reacted strongly. In Virginia, many congress-
men who had voted against the law were still obliged to promise 
their constituents that they would vote for repeal. John Randolph 
declined renomination because ofhis health, but the popular reac-
tion against his vote for the act may have influenced his decision. In 
South Carolina, the reaction was strong enough that John C. Calhoun 
was challenged by three opponents. He was reelected, but Ben-
jamin Huger, the heroic defender of the purse, was defeated by a 
Republican opponent in a largely Republican district. Five other 
South Carolina representatives who voted for the salary law were 
defeated. All six of the Georgia representatives voted against the 
measure, but only one survived. (Voting against the law was not 
enough. Representatives were expected to humble themselves, pledge 
to work to repeal the law, and even return the money they had 
taken.) Senator William Bibb, who voted for the law, came under 
such harsh attack that he wrote plaintively to his Georgia constitu-
ents "whether a single error should outweigh a whole life of zeal-
ous and faithful devotion to the public interests?"44 His plea was 
unavailing, and he resigned on November 9, 1816. Georgia Con-
gressman Richard H. Wilde was less apologetic. He refused to run, 
declaring that when it became necessary "to course through the 
country in pursuit of votes, to fawn and creep, and wriggle into 
favor, and to insure temporary caresses by deserving permanent 
contempt, he, for one, must be contented to forego them."45 
In Kentucky, opposition threatened to tumble Henry Clay and 
Richard M. Johnson. Both were reelected after stiff battles. Johnson 
stated that every office-seeker, from constable to Congress, had to 
declare his opposition to the law. 46 Several of the representatives 
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declined to run again. Benjamin Hardin explained he "could not 
have been elected without going the rounds, and begging pardon 
for what I do not consider to have been incorrect."47 The reaction 
was strong in Ohio, Tennessee, and even the Indiana Territory, soon 
to be granted statehood, where the legislature instructed its del-
egate to work for repeal of the salary law. This prompted a New 
York representative to remark later, "this is not the first time we 
have heard of an infant making a great noise, before it was intro-
duced to the other members of the family to which it belonged."48 
Nearly two-thirds of the Fourteenth Congress, about twenty 
percentage points above the usual high turnover rate, were not re-
turned to the Fifteenth Congress. Sixty-four percent of congress-
men in the Fifteenth Congress were serving for the first time, 
compared to 48 percent in the Fourteenth Congress, and 47 per-
cent in the Sixteenth Congress. Only fifteen of the eighty-one 
members (18.5 percent) who voted for the law were reelected, and 
thirty-one of sixty-seven (46 percent) who voted against the bill 
survived. By sections, only two of fourteen western congressmen 
who supported the bill were reelected; only four of twenty-seven 
from New England; six of twenty-two in the Middle Atlantic states; 
and three of eighteen from the South.49 A very large number of 
incumbents, perhaps as many as half, declined to run or were not 
renominated to face the wrath of the voters. 50 
John McLean of Ohio was among those who did not run for 
reelection. Although he had been elected to the Ohio Supreme 
Court, he voted for the bill, as he stated in a published letter to a 
friend, because he believed it was "necessary to maintain the prin-
ciples of representation in their purity." 51 Able young men of mod-
erate means could not continue in public life "at a pecuniary 
sacrifice." No pay raise, he added, would cause the House of Rep-
resentatives to fall, "sooner or later into the hands of the wealthy." 
Nevertheless, McLean concluded that if he were to vote again after 
the people had expressed their opinion on what they were willing 
to pay, he would gladly vote for repeal. He was also certain that 
those who had voted for the bill would be the first to recommend 
such a repeal. 52 
Election returns reported in the newspapers of that time are 
scant and not easily interpreted, at least to determine whether popular 
participation in meetings and other forms of protest were translated 
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into an exceptional voter turnout. Such reports as there are appear 
to indicate that while the vote was large, it was not a record. The 
size of the vote would not necessarily be a decisive factor, however, 
for large turnouts are usually reflective ofbitter partisan battles, and 
this election might be considered a protest vote. 
Despite their efforts to turn the Compensation Law to their 
advantage, the Federalists suffered proportionally more than the 
Republicans. Only nine of their fifty-two representatives were re-
turned, and their number dropped to thirty-five in the Fifteenth 
Congress. More importantly, the caliber of men lost in this election 
from both parties was never replaced. Historians have cited Feder-
alist opposition to the War of 1812, capped by their role in the 
Hartford Convention, as the major reason for their decline, but clearly 
the Compensation Act of 1816 was also a factor. The Federalist 
Columbian Centinel in Boston acknowledged, "a number of mem-
bers of Congress, as has been the case almost universally, had made 
themselves extremely unpopular in joining democracy in its most 
obnoxious proceeding-the Compensation bill."53 
A chastened Congress assembled for the lame duck session of 
the Fourteenth Congress in December 1816. Many suggested rea-
sons for the outburst of the people, but clearly they had no answers. 
Some congressmen attributed the public response to the malevo-
lence of the press, or as Wright of Maryland phrased it, the "false 
clamors in circulation by the typographical gentry." Richard M. 
Johnson expressed an opinion that was reiterated by many of his 
colleagues, that the reaction arose from "the misrepresentation of 
designing men, and from a misunderstanding of it by the virtuous, 
the faithful, the honest, yeomanry of the country."54 Party rivalry 
was also cited. Thomas P. Grosvenor lamented that the salary law 
had become "the very foot ball of the parties," and the "scapegoat 
of all political offences." Henry Clay thought the form of the pay 
increase, a salary, was the chief problem. 55 
Some offered the explanation that public opinion was affected 
by the lingering wartime taxes and hard times occasioned by a se-
vere drought and exceptionally cold weather during the summer of 
1816 which threatened crops and the ability offarmers to pay their 
taxes. Indeed, resolutions cited the "precarious times" and the "in-
auspicious season," and newspapers reported farms being sold for 
the non-payment of direct taxes to satisfY "Madison's tax gather-
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ers."56 In truth, however, as Lewis Williams ofN orth Carolina pointed 
out, the burden upon the people was being reduced. The direct tax 
and other taxes had actually been lowered in the last session. 57 Also, 
the evidence indicates that the postwar years were generally pros-
perous. 58 Nevertheless, the appearance of hard times undoubtedly 
contributed to uncertainties and a general malaise. The congres-
sional pay raise was very poorly timed. 
Faced with the overwhelming demand for the repeal of the 
Compensation Act, Congress was forced to act. It became clear 
during the debate that a majority still believed the people were 
wrong. Ultimately, the question revolved around whether the people 
and legislatures could instruct their representatives to vote against 
their consciences. State instructions was an unsettled doctrine, but 
four states allowed the people to instruct their representatives in 
their original constitutions (North Carolina, Pennsylvania, Massa-
chusetts, and Vermont). The right of instruction had been proposed 
as one of the original amendments in the First Congress, but it was 
rejected. Still, the question had arisen from time to time, for ex-
ample, in the Virginia legislature in 1812 over the refusal of Senator 
Richard Brent to obey instructions from the legislature. 59 
Undoubtedly, as some congressmen pointed out, the idea of 
instructions came from the practice of legislatures under the Ar-
ticles of Confederation when state delegates served at the pleasure 
of the legislatures and were regularly instructed on how to vote. 
The Constitution, however, made the representatives agents of the 
people, and even the senators, although elected by the state legisla-
tures, were not recallable by the legislatures and presumably were 
also agents of the people. It was a matter of dispute, of course, how 
congressmen and senators were to determine the will of the people 
or be instructed by them. In 1816, not only was Congress instructed 
by state legislatures and by resolutions of citizen meetings, it was 
also alleged that the widespread public outcry against the Compen-
sation Act constituted an implicit instruction to Congress to repeal 
the law. 
Richard M.Johnson was again appointed to head a committee 
to recommend whether to repeal or modifY the salary law. His com-
mittee report on December 18, 1816, reputedly written by Daniel 
Webster, was a ringing defense of the law but concluded by recom-
mending repeal. The per diem and travel pay figures were left blank, 
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however, to be filled by the committee of the whole.60 The debate 
lasted for two weeks in January 1817 before a packed gallery. 
At first, several congressmen paid obeisance to the will of the 
people. Richard M. Johnson was the first to raise the issue of in-
structions. He argued that "vox populi, vox Dei has its controlling 
influence," and he added that even if they should be "carried away 
by a momentary impulse ... the presumption is, that the people are 
always right."61 A fellow Kentuckian,Joseph Desha, who had been 
reelected after pledging to work for the repeal of the law, said that 
"to deny that the people have a right to instruct their agents, is 
striking at the very nature of our Government." Henry Clay joined 
his colleagues by also affirming that "instructions given by the people 
are obligatory on the Representatives."62 Cyrus King noted that he, 
like others, had not been "solicitous as to the impression which that 
law might make on the public," and he and half the members of the 
House had felt the effects of that decision. Regardless of the merits 
of the law, it was odious to the people, and "Public wisdom, on 
some occasions, must condescend to give way to popular excite-
ment. "63 
John N. Hulbert, also a Massachusetts Federalist, disagreed. "Shall 
the senseless clamor which we have heard make us give up our 
opinion and oppose the dictates of our own consciences?" Robert 
Wright, once dubbed by John Randolph as "a Wright always wrong;' 
declared that he was devoted to the people and would always bow 
"with submission to their will," but he doubted the clamors in the 
newspapers represented their will. He counseled his colleagues to 
postpone action until the next Congress when the will of the people 
would be correctly known. 64 It was also disputed who had the right 
to instruct representatives. Samuel S. Connor of Massachusetts de-
clared he would obey the instructions ofhis constituents to vote for 
repeal of the salary law, but he would pay no attention to the in-
structions of his state legislators. His colleague from Massachusetts, 
Albion K. Parris, however, stated that he was under no instructions 
from his constituents, but he would accept the legislature's instruc-
tions. 65 Timothy Pickering stated emphatically to Massachusetts 
Governor John Brooks that he did not admit the right or propriety 
oflegislatures to instruct the state's representatives in Congress. They 
would become "no more than attorneys," and he declared, "I would 
never be a representative on such a footing." 66 
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Much of the debate revolved around the questions posed by 
Hulbert and Wright, namely whether a representative was bound 
to obey the will of his constituents in violation of his conscience, 
and whether the instructions truly represented the will of the people. 
On the former question, Calhoun made a dramatic impact when 
he rose on January 17, 1817, to decry the talk of instructions. "Have 
the people of this country snatched the power of deliberation from 
this body? ... This doctrine of implied instructions, if I am not 
mistaken, is a new one, for the first time broached in this House; 
and, if I am not greatly deceived, not more new than dangerous." 
He added, "Are we bound in all cases to do what is popular?" He 
asked how that would differ from "the mere trimmer, the political 
weathercock?"67 
Future president John Tyler ofVirginia accused Calhoun of in-
dulging in "theoretical speculations," and he asked how a represen-
tative could set his opinion at variance with the people he 
represented, for if he did, he was representing only himself. He de-
duced that "from the very meaning of the word representative, the 
obligation to obey instructions resulted."William Henry Harrison 
of Ohio, also a future president, declared that he was an agent ofhis 
constituents and was bound by a "moral obligation to execute their 
Will." 68 
Thomas P Grosvenor denied, however, that the voice of the 
people could be determined in the toasts and harangues of the Fourth 
of July meetings, or the "indecent resolutions" which demagogues 
persuaded knots of partisans to adopt, or the "officious 
intermeddlings of State legislatures upon a subject with which they 
have no Constitutional concern." He warned Tyler not to mistake 
"the importunate clack of a few ephemeral noisy insects of his dis-
trict, for the voice of the real tenants of the soil." He expressed his 
satisfaction at Calhoun's speech and declared, "to those who sur-
render their conscience, their judgment, and their independence, at 
the shrine of popular caprice and clamor, he shall finally hold the 
same relation, that the eagle in his towering flight holds to the grov-
eling buzzard." Rather than sacrifice his judgment, reason, and con-
science to the clamor of prejudice, ignorance, and deception, he would 
rather "be a dog, and bay at the moon."69 Grosvenor's words carried 
conviction, but they were a death rattle of the old politics, and the 
frankness of his words would rarely be heard in Congress again. 
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The weight of opinion, if not the most solid arguments, was 
clearly in favor of instruction. Joseph Hopkinson of Pennsylvania 
sought to show near the end of the debate, however, that there was 
almost no difference between the two opposing doctrines. Even the 
most extreme advocates of instruction, such as Tyler, reserved the 
right of disobeying instructions if in their opinion the instructions 
violated the Constitution. The other side, in essence, agreed the 
people might instruct their representatives, but they reserved the 
right of judging for themselves whether to obey or not. 70 It was 
thus a matter of degree, no unimportant matter, but there the ques-
tion rested. 
Alney McLean of Kentucky groused after hearing the debate, 
"We are sent here to legislate and pass laws, not to discuss mere 
abstract principles."71 Nevertheless, this remains one of the most 
remarkable debates in the history of Congress, when the very na-
ture of representation was debated by one of the most outstanding 
group of men ever assembled in any Congress. 72 
In the debate, as McLean noted, the main object of repealing 
the law was secondary. Although it was readily agreed the law should 
be repealed, there was disagreement on whether a new per diem 
rate should be established. Richard M. Johnson proposed that re-
peal should be effective at the end of the session and the responsi-
bility for fixing the per diem should be left to the next Congress, 
"four-fifths of whom were elected to regulate this matter."73 John 
Randolph, however, believed that like the law, the repeal should be 
retrospective in operation. His motion was decidedly unpopular 
and was voted down, 101-61.74 
After an effort to restore the $6 allowance was defeated (91-81), 
successive attempts were made to fill the blanks with $10, $9, and 
$8, all unsuccessfully. Finally, unable to agree, the House on January 
23, 1817, by a vote of 138 to 27, merely repealed the law as of the 
end of the session and left the question of setting a compensation to 
a subsequent Congress. The bill passed the Senate on January 31, 
1817, with almost no debate, 27-7.75 Members of the Fifteenth 
Congress eventually established their compensation at $8 per day 
and $8 per 20 miles of travel. 76 
Afterwards, Federalist Senator Christopher Gore of Massachu-
setts wrote cynically to his colleague, Rufus King, that "both parties 
made it the occasion of catching a little popularity by addressing 
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the mean passions of the mob."77 The Daily National Intelligencer, 
however, believed the Representatives of the people had been taught 
"a lesson of accountability, which will not be soon forgotten." 78 
The lesson apparently was that representatives were indeed "day 
laborers," hired by the people. As one historian aptly put it, "The 
old conception of the elected representative as a sort of quasi-mag-
istrate, already unmercifully savaged by the democratic doctrines of 
the revolutionary and Jeffersonian eras, was finally put to rout by 
the idea that the representative was the servant of the people and 
owed humble obedience to them." 79 
No doubt the incident further eroded the respect and the def-
erential attitude many people still had for their representatives. The 
Compensation Act also undoubtedly tended to confirm fears that 
the politicians of the new generation were not worthy of their fa-
thers, the revolutionary generation. Many of the protest resolutions 
found the congressmen not only unacceptably elitist but also ac-
cused them of intrigue and corruption. Whether the decline in the 
caliber of men in Congress was real or not, the prestige of Congress 
was undeniably declining. Egalitarian doctrines clearly were replac-
ing the patrician style of politics. Many protest resolutions, for ex-
ample, in a mean-spirited way typical of the new politics, suggested 
that congressmen were not worth more than six dollars per day. 
When Hezekiah Niles wrote in his Niles'Weekly Register in Decem-
ber 1817, that the compensation law was "objected to on account 
of its manner than for the amount," and that every reflecting man 
believed that the six dollars per diem "was insufficient to command 
the talents of any gentleman who had business of his own to attend 
to," he was met with an indignant letter to the editor which strongly 
disagreed and declared that six dollars was quite enough. 80 
The future belonged to those politicians who had learned the 
lesson of the Compensation Act and discerned the changing atti-
tudes of the people toward their representatives. Erastus Root, a 
member of the Fourteenth Congress, candidly admitted he had 
learned the lesson. During salary debates in the New York constitu-
tional convention in 1821, he declared, "I will admit that I vote for 
popularity," and he advised "members that are calculating on a 
reelection, will generally be cautious how they vote for higher wages, 
on account of their popularity."81 
Ezekiel Bacon, a former Massachusetts congressman, expressed 
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his disgust, however, at "that ball of popularity which was ever ban-
dying about between the rival parties of the state, on the subject of 
salaries and compensations." He noted salaries and compensation 
had been "made the hobby horse of ambitious demagogues, and 
piddling politicians." When one party nominated a candidate, he 
said, they "took care to put in something about the wages of mem-
bers; the other party equally cunning, and about equally sincere ... 
were sure to bait their trap with the same catching topic." Although 
both candidates were pledged to lower salaries, "this was most gen-
erally the last of it, until another year, when the game was played 
over again."82 
Bacon's comments vividly illustrated the legacy of the Com-
pensation Act of 1816 and described how politicians applied the 
lessons learned in that affair. Many factors were subtly eroding the 
authority of the established politicians and preparing the way for 
the "reign of the common man," but no event was more symbolic 
of these changes than the Compensation Act of 1816, which taught 
the representatives of the nation the lesson of" vox populi, vox Populi." 
Even in the face of the controversy over the CompensationAct, 
the Fourteenth Congress still had work to do. In addition to the call 
for greater economic security through protective tariffs and a uni-
form currency, many also called for growth of the nation's transpor-
tation system in the form of internal improvements such as canals 
and roads. 
This page intentionally left blank
Chapter 6 
Internal lntproventents 
Just as the federal government was called upon in 1816 to foster and 
protect infant industries by their tariff policies, it was also urged to 
facilitate domestic trade and commerce through internal improve-
ments. However, with the major exception of the Cumberland or 
National Road, the federal government, rather than initiating pub-
lic works programs during these years, preferred to participate with 
private enterprise in various road and canal projects. State govern-
ments likewise encouraged private enterprises by granting charters, 
buying stock in canal or turnpike projects, or lobbying for federal 
support for state internal improvements. Frequently, the issue of 
state versus federal power was raised, particularly when improve-
ment schemes reached beyond a single state. Rarely were road or 
canal projects narrowly confined to state boundaries; often they 
crossed several state lines. Beyond the local and state jealousies, the 
concern about federal participation was not just an economic con-
sideration, it also aroused fears of federal consolidation or central-
ized control. 
On the other hand, some saw internal improvements as coun-
tering the centralizing tendencies of the federal government. Roads 
and canals allowed people to spread across space and thus preserve 
liberty and the union. The Republican Party and its leaders,Jefferson 
and Madison, reflected this ambivalence about internal improve-
ments. They generally favored systematic development under the 
auspices of the federal government, but they were constrained by 
their constitutional scruples to preserve state sovereignty and local 
autonomy. Alexander Hamilton did not develop a proposal for a 
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national system of internal improvements, largely because he un-
derstood that Republican states' rights sentiments would oppose 
any such plan. 1 
Interestingly, as historian John Larson has noted, despite Re-
publican hostility to centralized power, the federal government un-
der Jefferson "took bolder steps toward a national system of internal 
improvements than Hamilton ever had dared." 2 In his sixth annual 
message to Congress in December 1806,Jefferson called for adding 
to "the constitutional enumeration of Federal powers" regarding 
internal improvements. Such projects, he added, would improve 
communication and dissolve the lines of separation between the 
states, as well as cementing the union "by new and indissoluble 
ties."3 Jefferson's encouragement spawned a host of proposals be-
fore Congress petitioning for assistance to finance local projects. 
The need for a coherent plan was obvious, and it was filled by the 
famous report of Secretary of the Treasury Albert Gallatin in 1808. 
Among the things he called for were four connections: between the 
Atlantic seaboard and Western waters; canals connecting the Atlan-
tic and the St. Lawrence River; canals from the north and south along 
the Atlantic coast; and interior feeder lines of roads and canals. 4 
Travel in 1816 was still very primitive. The quickest way was on 
horseback, although along the East coast there were some passable 
roads permitting stagecoach traffic between the major cities. From 
Philadelphia to New York City, for example, travel and expenses for 
the 100 mile trip by stage and steamboat took thirteen hours and 
cost $10. Steamboats ran regularly from New York City to Albany, a 
distance of about 160 miles, on a Monday, Wednesday, Friday, Satur-
day schedule, leaving Albany on those days at 9 a.m., and from New 
York at 5 p.m. The trip took about twenty-four hours and cost $7. 5 
Travel over longer distances, such as from Washington to Boston, 
about 460 miles, took about a week over very indifferent roads. 
From Washington to New Orleans took nearly a month. 6 During 
the War of 1812, while the coast was under a blockade, the move-
ment of troops and supplies was greatly impeded by bad roads. 
Americans were reminded that ancient Rome had better roads, and 
that such roads held their empire together. If the Americans ex-
pected to reach the greatness of the Romans, they too must invest 
in better roads. 
In fact, the government had already embarked on the first fed-
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erally planned and funded highway project, the Cumberland or 
National Road, to connect Cumberland, Maryland, at the head of 
navigation on the Potomac River, to the Ohio River at Wheeling, 
Virginia (now West Virginia). The need for such a road was long felt, 
particularly after the admission of Ohio in 1803. Congress passed 
an enabling act on March 29, 1806, and funding for surveys was 
provided in 1808. As an indication of the sensitivity of those along 
the path of the road, the entire congressional delegation from Penn-
sylvania sent a memorial to President Madison in December 1810 
objecting to the proposed route. They noted that Pennsylvania gave 
its permission to run the road through their state in April 1807, but 
the commissioners had laid out a road that did not pass through 
Uniontown or Washington, two of the populous and wealthy towns 
in the western part of the state. The proposed route, they said, would 
have "ruinous" consequences particularly for Pittsburgh. The me-
morialists noted that the road would not have been laid out with-
out Pennsylvania's permission, and its consent would never have 
been given "had the consequences that now threaten us have been 
foreseen and considered."7 
Eventually, a compromise was worked out that ran the road 
through these two towns. Construction on the road, which con-
nected with the Frederick Pike that ran from Baltimore, began in 
1811. Progress, however, was slow due to the War of 1812, a short-
age of labor, and indifferent funding from the federal government 
($143,000 through 1812). Only about twenty-four miles were com-
pleted by 1813.8 
By the end of 1815, approximately forty miles were built or 
nearing completion from Cumberland to the Big Youghiogheny 
River, and additional contracts had been let to continue the work 
over the next thirteen miles to Uniontown. David L. Shriver,Jr., the 
superintendent of the Cumberland Road, reported the progress on 
December 30, 1815. He complained particularly about the contract 
system, which resulted in varying quality of work done by the dif-
ferent contractors, and he recommended substituting day labor. 
Shriver also noted that $1200 had to be expended to repair the road 
already completed, and he complained of the frequent abuses, "such 
as throwing down the walls, digging down the banks, falling trees, 
dragging along it, locking up wagon wheels, placing fences within 
66 feet, and many other improper acts."9 
100 1816 
Secretary of the Treasury Dallas reported to Congress on March 
1, 1816, that of the $387,000 appropriated for the road, there re-
mained a balance to February 27, 1816, of about $101,000. He 
estimated an additional $300,000 would be needed to complete the 
project. 10 On March 23, based on the Dallas report,John G. Jackson 
ofVirginia reported for his committee on internal improvements 
calling for additional appropriations of $300,000 to complete the 
Cumberland Road. Jackson was expansive in his justification, "If 
Congress persevere with becoming spirit in this great public work, 
we shall soon see one of the best roads in the world over the chains 
of mountains which separate the western from the Atlantic waters, 
and which, but a few years since, were supposed to present insur-
mountable obstacles to a safe and easy intercourse." He refuted the 
charge that it was not politic to encourage western migration, argu-
ing that the people would go regardless of the condition of the 
roads. The advantages were many. It would bind the country to-
gether, raise land values, and lessen the necessity of keeping up a 
large military force. 11 During the debate on the Jackson proposal, 
Henry Clay declared that he had traveled on turnpikes in Europe, 
"but had never traveled on so fine a road as the thirty miles of the 
Cumberland turnpike which were finished." 12 
Construction continued rapidly after 1816.The road was pushed 
through Pennsylvania from Uniontown to Brownsville, on to Wash-
ington and West Alexandria, and then into Virginia, reaching Wheel-
ing in 1818. Although no new technology or innovations in road 
engineering were introduced on the road, which ran for 130 miles, 
it was indeed a superhighway for the time. Measuring sixty-six feet 
across, with a crowned surface, and good drainage on each side, it 
had a stone base about a foot high, with successive layers of rock 
adding an additional twelve inches, making it essentially a good 
gravel road. The cost averaged more than $13,000 per mile, easily 
exceeding the original estimate of the commissioners of $6,000. 13 
In time, other turnpikes were built as feeders to the National Road. 
There were, for example, several roads that connected with Pitts-
burgh and southern Pennsylvania and with Maryland turnpikes to 
Baltimore. 14 
Throughout its long life, the National Road never paid for it-
self. Tolls collected failed to finance the constant repairs necessitated 
by the deterioration of the road. Frequent appropriations from 
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Congress were required to keep the road in a passable state of repair. 
Nevertheless, the road met the objective of connecting the Atlantic 
seaboard with the Ohio River and beyond. Millions of people 
streamed into the West, and it provided a valuable trade connection 
between two sections of the union. Although perhaps unintended, 
the National Road had powerful ramifications for the future of the 
United States. As one historian wrote, "The National Road, in ef-
fect ... divided North from South literally and figuratively, even as 
it connected East and West literally and figuratively." 15 
Even as the Cumberland Road was reaching towards the Ohio 
River, steamboats began to make their appearance on western wa-
ters. The first steamboat to operate on the Ohio and Mississippi 
Rivers was a Pittsburgh-built steamboat, New Orleans, which suc-
cessfully descended to New Orleans in 1811 (surviving along the 
way the great earthquake while anchored near New Madrid, Mis-
souri). Not until1816, however, was a steamboat, Enterprise, able to 
make the return trip upstream to Pittsburgh. By 1817, seventeen 
steamboats were operating on western rivers. The first steamboat 
also began to operate on Lake Ontario in 1816, and shortly there-
after they were introduced on Lake Erie. 16 Steamboats also facili-
tated travel in the East, particularly between New York and 
Philadelphia and Baltimore, as well as from New York to Albany 
and to Boston. Fares were high due to the novelty of steamboats, 
although travel was, of course, easier and more rapid. 17 
The rapid expansion of transportation hastened the opening of 
the West, as well as providing connectors to facilitate commerce. 
Several projects were under consideration in 1816 in various states, 
not only to reach towards the West, but also to improve trade north 
and south. In addition, plans were being made to improve rivers and 
harbors. In some cases, these proposals were made in order to be 
competitive with other sections or cities along the east coast. For 
some states, the improvements in turnpikes, canals, and steamboats 
were viewed as a mixed blessing. Workers were being drained from 
the East and some regions east of the Appalachians were becoming 
depopulated. 
Internal improvements were also seen as an antidote for this 
problem. For example,Archibald D. Murphey, on December 6,1815, 
reported to the North Carolina Senate that an estimated 200,000 
inhabitants had moved West from his state. The state's economy was 
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"at a stand," and although the state had rich agricultural soil, it had 
done little to improve conditions. Internal improvements, he ar-
gued, were essential to prosperity, and it was the state government's 
duty "to aid the enterprise of its citizens," such as opening rivers, 
cutting canals, and building turnpike roads. Such improvements 
would eventually double the state's population and bring in in-
creased revenue to enable the state to promote education and culti-
vate the arts and sciences. Moreover, internal improvements would 
foster the growth of commercial towns on the Roanoke, Neuse, 
and Cape Fear Rivers that might rival Philadelphia, Baltimore, or 
Charleston. Murphey's report, in fact, generated acts from the legis-
lature to improve navigation on the Roanoke, as well as authoriza-
tion for cutting a Cape Fear River canal. 18 
An even more impressive report by the Committee of Roads 
and Internal Navigation was presented to the Virginia House of 
Delegates on December 23, 1815. This committee report was gen-
erated in response to Governor Wilson Cary Nicholas's message to 
the legislature citing many needed internal improvements. Despite 
an abundance of natural resources, the report stated, Virginia al-
lowed "the principle part of her commerce and almost the whole 
ofher navigation [to] pass out ofher hands to enrich the coffers of 
her neighbors." While other states were advancing in wealth and 
population, Virginia "remained stationary." In fact, the eastern re-
gion of the state had declined. "How many sad spectacles do her 
low lands present, of wasted and deserted fields! of dwellings aban-
doned by their proprietors! of Churches in ruins!" It was argued 
that Virginia, because of her geographical location, could play an 
important role in establishing commercial ties to the western coun-
try, thus serving not only its own interests but that of the union as 
well. 
The crux of the report was the proposal to establish a Fund for 
Internal Improvements to foster private initiatives to make the prin-
cipal rivers navigable and connect the market towns of the state, as 
well as the Eastern and Western waters, by public highways. Rather 
than public projects, the state would subscribe to forty percent of 
the company's stock. The rationale was that such projects would be 
more economically made by investors seeking private gain than by 
public officers or agents. Thus the incentive of profits would stimu-
late public improvements, while the government investment would 
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check abuses to the public interest that might result. A Board of 
Public Works was proposed to supervise the fund. 19 
Although concerns were expressed in the Senate about the "just 
and equitable distribution and application of the fund," the bill was 
passed essentially as proposed by the committee, 11-10. Governor 
Nicholas signed the bill on February 5, 1816. Over the years, the 
fund provided for numerous projects that lasted down to the Civil 
War. 20 Numerous other bills were passed in this same session pro-
viding for the incorporation of turnpike companies, as well as mea-
sures for improving navigation on several of its rivers, and authorizing 
further support for the Dismal Swamp Canal Company.21 
In other states, governors called upon their legislatures to look 
at internal improvements to benefit their states. For example, Gov-
ernor David B. Mitchell's message to the Georgia legislature not 
only called for various projects but also the appointment of state 
officials to supervise such projects. Governor Simon Snyder ofPenn-
sylvania likewise noted to his legislature in March 1816 the need 
for Pennsylvania, Maryland, Ohio, North Carolina, and Virginia to 
support inland navigation for the defense of the nation. He asserted 
that they should particularly support the Chesapeake and Delaware 
Canal. In his annual message on December 5, 1816, he also urged 
the legislature to consider subscribing to the stock of a canal com-
pany that would connect the Susquehanna River to Seneca Lake in 
NewYork. 22 
Governor Isaac Shelby opened another issue when he asked the 
Kentucky legislature to consider whether the state should lend its 
aid to the development of steam navigation or to leave it to private 
enterprise. The Ohio legislature further raised the pertinent ques-
tion of who was authorized to use steam navigation on Western 
waters. A resolution was proposed to instruct their senators and 
representatives in Congress to inquire about this subject. It con-
tended that citizens of Ohio and the Western country generally 
were being hurt due to conflicting claims as to the exclusive use of 
the invention. "Sundry individuals and companies threaten to pros-
ecute those who construct or navigate steamboats without per-
mits." Louisiana, they noted, had granted the Livingston and Fulton 
Company the exclusive privilege of navigating the waters in that 
state, and individuals procuring rights from other patentees were 
not only exposed to suits but were actually excluded from the im-
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portant port of New Orleans. Ohio's representatives were asked to 
obtain a legal or judicial opinion on the conflicting claims to an 
exclusive use of the steamboats and whether recent improvements 
made by others entitled the discoverer to the benefit of a patent. 
They were also to enquire whether the Louisiana legislature had 
exceeded its constitutional power by enacting their lawYThe Ohio 
Resolution foreshadowed the debate over exclusive rights on West-
ern waterways that was not resolved until the Supreme Court deci-
sion against the Livingston-Fulton monopoly in Gibbons v. Ogden 
in 1824. 
The general support for internal improvements found additional 
advocates in the national legislature. Senator Jeremiah Morrow of 
Ohio presented a report on February 6, 1816, for the Committee 
on Roads and Canals during the first session of the Fourteenth 
Congress setting forth a bold plan similar to Gallatin's earlier pro-
posal. At this time there were not more than 100 miles of canals 
throughout the United States. Morrow's premise was that roads and 
canals would increase the wealth of the nation by stimulating in-
dustry and agriculture. Reduction in transportation charges would 
increase land values and benefit manufacturers by lowering the cost 
of raw materials. Moreover, it would "bind together the whole, 
with the strong bond of interest and affection, giving stability and 
perpetuity to the Union." He also mentioned the advantages for 
national defense, and that only the national government had the 
resources to execute major projects, while states could develop local 
works. Morrow neglected to mention that such projects would also 
benefit his section, the West, but his plan also offered benefits to 
other sections. 
Morrow proposed five major projects: canals to open inland 
navigation on the Atlantic coast; a north-south turnpike; turnpikes 
connecting the Atlantic and Western waters; military roads commu-
nicating with the frontier posts; and a canal around the Falls of the 
Ohio at Louisville. First attention, he contended, should be given to 
the Chesapeake and Delaware Canal, "the central link in that great 
chain of inland navigation along the seacoast." Twice before this 
project had been brought before Congress, first in 1806, when a 
Senate committee report suggested a federal subscription to the 
stock of2000 shares at $200 per share. The Senate bill was, however, 
postponed in the House. The second time was in June 1813, but 
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again the project was postponed due to the war. The advantages of 
a canal were obvious. From the head of Chesapeake Bay by sea to 
Philadelphia was 500 miles versus a canal of twenty-one miles. Like-
wise, New York to Philadelphia via a canal would take twenty-four 
hours instead of about a week coastwise. From Trenton, New Jersey, 
to New York City, nearly 300 miles would be saved by a canal of 
twenty-seven miles. Following the inland canals from New York to 
Baltimore would shorten a trip usually taking a week to ten days to 
a little over two days. The committee recommended two bills: one 
to appropriate $600,000 annually to support various internal im-
provements projects and a second bill to subscribe to the Chesa-
peake and Delaware stock. 24 
Both bills, however, were eventually postponed indefinitely by a 
two to one margin. The debate was not recorded, but it appears the 
Senate could not agree on how the money would be expended. 
During the debate, Armistead T. Mason ofVirginia dropped in an 
extraneous motion to instruct the Committee on Roads and Ca-
nals to inquire into the expediency of subscribing $50,000 to the 
Great Coastwise Canal and River Navigation Company to cut a 
canal from Norfolk through the eastern branch of the Elizabeth 
River to the channel of Currituck Sound. A week after the two 
bills were defeated, an understandably annoyed Morrow asked that 
the committee be discharged from further study of Mason's mo-
tion. Mason then introduced a resolution to require the secretaries 
of war and navy to report to the next session their opinion on 
subscribing to the stock of the Great Coastwise Canal, which was 
accepted. 25 
Despite the lack of interest by Congress, the views of the Senate 
committee were eventually carried out by others. For example, a 
committee was appointed in 1816 by the New Jersey legislature to 
survey a route for the Delaware and Raritan canal from New 
Brunswick to Trenton. A charter was granted in 1820, but work on 
the canal did not begin in earnest until1830, and it was not opened 
until the summer of1834 at a cost of about $3 million. 26 The Chesa-
peake and Delaware canal connecting the Delaware and Chesa-
peake Bays eventually received federal support ($450,000 in stock 
subscriptions), as well as smaller amounts from Pennsylvania, Mary-
land, and Delaware, and that project was completed in 1829.27 
The greatest canal project of the era, to connect the Hudson 
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River and Lake Erie, also failed to gain federal support. Gouverneur 
Morris has been credited for first suggesting such a canal, but the 
idea got a particular boost from Jesse Hawley, writing under the 
name of "Hercules" in the Genesee Messenger in 1807 and 1808. 
Hawley's fourteen essays stimulated public support, and Gallatin's 
Report in 1808 further encouraged the idea of a canal through 
New York. In 1808, the New York Assembly authorized James Geddes 
to conduct a survey of a possible route. His report in 1809 showed 
the feasibility of a canal, but a delegation that visited President 
Jefferson received no encouragement for federal support, despite 
the Gallatin Report. 28 
The turning point, perhaps, came in 1810 when De Witt Clinton 
was enlisted in support of the canal. Clinton's influence in the state 
was great. He had served in many positions, including a United 
States senator and mayor ofNewYork, and he even ran as a candi-
date for president in 1812. Such was his enthusiasm for the canal 
that it was often referred to as "Clinton's Big Ditch." With his 
support, the legislature created a canal commission in March 1810, 
which included Clinton, who became not only the leader of this 
group but also the most eloquent advocate of the canal, as well as 
other leading New York politicians such as Gouverneur Morris, 
Stephen Van Rensselaer, Simeon De Witt (Clinton's first cousin), 
William North, Thomas Eddy, and Peter B. Porter. 29 
A proposal for federal assistance, introduced into the United 
States House of Representatives in 1810 by Porter, received little 
support, and a similar bill was postponed without action in the Sen-
ate in March 1811. Some of the objections raised included consti-
tutional concerns, but there was also evidence of sectionalism where 
politicians saw little or no benefit to their area of the country. Dis-
couraged, the commissioners began to explore financing by the state, 
but the War of 1812 interrupted efforts to obtain a loan that had 
been authorized by the legislature. After the war, however, Clinton 
and other canal supporters were determined to make another great 
push. Clinton, in particular, had an additional motivation: that of 
repairing his tattered political reputation after his loss to President 
Madison in the 1812 election. Because of the strong Federalist sup-
port he received, he was disavowed by Republicans and stood as a 
man without a party. Undoubtedly, he saw his support of the canal 
as a way to regain public favor in New York. Although Clinton 
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De Witt Clinton, by John Wesley Jarvis. National Portrait Galley, 
Smithsonian Institution, Washington, D. C. 
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collaborated with the Federalists in support of the canal, this did 
not mean he was shifting his party allegiance. Nevertheless, many 
Federalists were involved in advocacy for the canal. The first canal 
commission, for example, included four Federalists and three 
Clintonians. Many Federalists were also large landholders in west-
ern New York and saw an opportunity to raise their land values, as 
well as a way to increase their favor with the people. Supporters of 
the canal resorted to several tactics to gain approval. They memori-
alized the legislature, held public meetings, and they collected over 
one hundred thousand signatures to send to the legislature. 30 
A mass meeting in New York City on December 30, 1815, 
adopted a memorial to the state legislature. In addition, a circular 
letter drafted by Clinton appealed for public support and asserted 
the canal was supported by the "enlightened and public spirited 
men ... of the state." Signed by Clinton, Cadwallader D. Colden, 
John Swartwout, Thomas Eddy, and William Bayard, it asked for 
public assistance to distribute a memorial and for any other effort 
"best calculated to make a just and favorable impression on the 
Legislature."31 
The memorial, written by Clinton, and signed by over 1700 
prominent individuals, argued that inland navigation was as impor-
tant as exterior navigation. It discussed the benefits of uniting the 
Western country with the Atlantic and argued that connecting 
Buffalo with New York City by water would make the latter "the 
great depot and warehouse of the western world." Clinton also 
addressed the controversy over the route. While all agreed on the 
route from the Hudson River to Rome, opinions differed whether 
it should run to Lake Ontario or Lake Erie. Clinton opted for the 
latter, citing the expense of cutting around the cataract of Niagara, 
as well as the possibility that the Lake Ontario route might "enrich 
the territory of a foreign power." He estimated the canal would 
cost $6 million and take ten to fifteen years to complete. Donations 
of 106,632 acres had already been subscribed, and he anticipated 
receipts from canal tolls "may be so great as, in a short time, to 
extinguish the debt." Other arguments included the benefits of the 
canal for national defense, stimulating the growth of the frontier, 
raising the value of land throughout the national domain, and ce-
menting a common interest between the Eastern and Western sec-
tions of the country. In completing this project, he asserted, the 
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legislature would "erect a work more stupendous, more magnifi-
cent, and more beneficial, than has hitherto been achieved by the 
human race."32 
Clinton also wrote three letters as "Atticus" in support of the 
canal. In the first, he argued that no state in the union would be 
helped as much by a canal. He cited statistics to show the canal 
would reduce current shipping costs by nine-tenths as well as rais-
ing land values threefold. In the second, he asserted that New York 
City would become "one of the most splendid commercial cities 
on the face of the earth." The third letter argued the canal would 
capture most of the commerce of the West; otherwise, "it will infal-
libly pass to the city of Montreal."33 Another pamphlet in 1816 by 
"A Friend to His Country," made the same point as Clinton. 
Completion of the canal, he wrote, would "secure the devotion of 
the western section of our state to the union, and its neglect may 
attach it to Canada. "34 
Governor Daniel D. Tompkins's message to the New York legis-
lature at the end of January 1816, reflected his suspicions of the 
motivations of Clinton and the Federalists. He gave a tepid recom-
mendation that they should consider a water communication be-
tween the Hudson River and the western lakes and Lake 
Champlain. 35 While memorials continued to pour into the legisla-
ture in favor of a canal, they also received a report on March 8 from 
the Canal Commissioners, written by the old Patroon, Stephen Van 
Rensselaer, the richest man in New York and the largest landlord in 
the country. He recommended engaging an engineer, preferably an 
American, to examine the ground and decide on the most expedi-
ent route. The report assured the legislature that a loan of one mil-
lion dollars, and more later, could be obtained by the state at a rate 
at or under six percent, and it proposed that the middle section of 
the canal from Rome to the Seneca River be opened first to divert 
trade from passing down the Oswego River to Lake Ontario and 
on to Montreal. Also, no doubt for political reasons as well as eco-
nomic, a canal was urged from Lake Champlain to the Hudson.36 
On March 21, 1816,SolomonVan Rensselaer, cousin ofStephen 
Van Rensselaer, delivered a report from the joint committee of the 
Senate and Assembly. After considering "several thousand" peti-
tions and memorials from around the state favoring the grand canal, 
reviewing plans and surveys of the route, the report of the canal 
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commissioners, as well as advice from professionals, they believed 
canals from the Hudson River to Lake Erie and from the Hudson 
to Lake Champlain could be built at a moderate expense, at not 
more than $6 million for both. Building these canals, they argued, 
was entirely practicable and the means were at the disposal of the 
government to begin and continue these projects for several years. 
They also believed "the wisdom and patriotism of future legisla-
tures, will foster and cherish the undertaking, and furnish such ad-
ditional sources of revenue as may be sufficient to complete the 
said works."37 
The report also proposed that a Board of Canal Commissioners 
supervise building the two canals, as well as a controversial recom-
mendation to raise tax revenues from those areas which would most 
likely benefit from the canal. Revenue for the canal would be raised 
from taxes on salt produced in the western district of the state; on 
property along the canal; on bank stock; a portion of the auction 
fees ofNewYork City; a moderate tax on official seals and on steam-
boat passengers; proceeds from land sales in the western part of the 
state; and certain sums to be raised by lotteries; all of which, com-
bined with the proceeds from tolls on the canal, would be pledged 
to redeem the principle and interest on the money borrowed to 
build the canal. 38 
A bill was introduced on March 2 that laid out the proposed 
duties of the canal commission in some detail, such as hiring agents, 
surveyors, and engineers, with salaries the board thought proper. 
Also, the board would secure the rights to land (including using the 
process of imminent domain), and seek voluntary contributions from 
persons, as well as from states and the federal government. Further, 
$140,000 was authorized to compensate the Inland Navigation 
Company for their rights and property, and the board was empow-
ered to borrow up to $250,000 per year for the first two years and 
$500,000 per year in the subsequent five years at six percent.39 
The Assembly debated the bill during the first two weeks of 
April. There was strong opposition, and several efforts were made to 
delay the beginning of the canal. One opponent, Thomas J. Oakley 
of Dutchess County, successfully introduced a motion to levy taxes 
upon the lands and real estate adjacent to the canals extending out 
for twenty-five miles on each side of the canal. 40 No doubt the 
selectivity of the tax made it less popular among those who most 
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favored the canal, but ironically the amendment made the canal less 
objectionable to those areas that did not expect to benefit from the 
canal. Their complaint had been that they would be paying taxes 
that would give an advantage to others. 41 
The Assembly also set the number of commissioners at thirteen, 
with eight year terms. The top two listed were De Witt Clinton and 
Stephen Van Rensselaer. 42 The bill was treated harshly in the Senate, 
however. It was brought out that the precise route had not been 
staked out by the Canal Commission. Following the lead of Martin 
Van Buren, who may have been as much influenced by his rivalry 
with Clinton as he was by the haste of the Assembly to build the 
canal, the Senate struck all of the sections authorizing a canal and 
left only the enabling provisions allowing surveying to establish a 
precise line. The number of canal commissioners was reduced to 
five. Clinton and Van Rensselaer were retained, while Joseph Ellicott, 
agent for the Holland Land Company, which had donated a little 
over 100,000 acres for the benefit of the canal, Myron Holley, a 
representative from Ontario County, and Samuel Young made up 
the remainder of the commission. 43 The Assembly rejected the Sen-
ate amendments and adhered to its position, but no doubt aware 
that the Senate passed their measure by a 19-6 margin, finally rec-
ognized the futility of their situation and accepted the Senate amend-
ments. The bill became law on April 17, 1816. 44 
One individual not included in the list of commissioners was 
one of the canal's earliest advocates, Gouverneur Morris, presum-
ably because his views on the construction and course of the canal 
(he favored a route to Lake Ontario) did not coincide with the 
prevailing consensus. Morris wrote his friend Rufus King in the 
spring of 1816, somewhat bemused, "I was laughed at, a few years 
ago, for my wild notions (so they were called) ... Now that the plan 
has grown popular it finds fathers by the dozen."45 
Essentially, the law only enabled a survey and planning for the 
Lake Erie and Lake Champlain canals. The legislature's action was a 
disappointment to canal advocates, but the commission used the 
time before the next session of the legislature productively to pro-
duce a detailed and valuable study which benefitted the future ca-
nal builders immensely. Every inch of the canal route was surveyed, 
and the report provided answers to many technical questions that 
might arise. The commissioners even sent a delegation to examine 
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the Middlesex Canal, which tapped the Merrimac River in New 
Hampshire to Boston, and was considered to be the best built canal 
in the country. They also began negotiations to obtain a loan in 
Europe. 46 
The canal commissioners further prepared a memorial to Con-
gress in December 1816, seeking financial aid in the form of ces-
sions, grants ofland, or money. The benefits derived from the canals, 
they argued, would contribute "to the safety and opulence of the 
people, and the reputation and resources of the government." They 
also asserted that the money saved in transportation costs by the 
region northwest of the 0 hio River would raise the value of public 
lands, lessen the influence of foreign governments, and bind the 
country closer politically. An easier communication would enhance 
the fur trade of the northwest, which would be directed eastward 
and not to Canada. The project, they noted, had been well studied 
and the canals would not exceed $10 million to complete. 47 
The commissioners also wrote the New York delegation in 
Congress in January 1817 urging them to support the proposed 
Bonus Bill, which would set up a federal fund for internal improve-
ments ($1.5 million plus the net annual dividends paid by the Bank 
of the U.S.). New York's share would be $85,000 annually. Presum-
ing Ohio's interest was identical with New York in relation to the 
Erie Canal and Vermont's in relation to the Champlain canal, they 
calculated that New York could raise about $140,000 annually for 
construction of the canals. By spreading the expenses over several 
years, the great works could be completed without imposing new 
taxes upon the people of the state. The federal government, they 
argued, should confide the expenditure of the money to the states, 
providing that it be applied to the building of the canals. The com-
missioners frankly addressed the political question, "that some of 
you may not be friendly to the contemplated canals," but they hoped 
none would be hostile to an appropriation of revenue which would 
"promote the object without any inconvenience to your constitu-
ents. " 48 
The support of the federal government failed to materialize 
due to President Madison's veto of the Bonus Bill in March 1817. 
Undaunted, canal supporters again took their case to the state leg-
islature, and this time they prevailed, largely because Martin Van 
Buren, sensing the strong public support for the canals, threw his 
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followers behind the bill. It received the approval of the Council of 
Revision onApril15, 1817.This law, like the one proposed in 1816, 
provided only for building the middle section of the canal between 
Rome and the Seneca River. Work began on the canal on July 4, 
1817, on the outskirts of Rome, and the first section was completed 
by April 1820. The legislature passed another law on April 7, 1819, 
authorizing the completion of the canal. The Champlain canal was 
completed in the fall of 1823, and the Erie Canal, over 363 miles 
long, in October 1825.49 
Beyond a doubt, the Erie Canal's success far exceeded even the 
most sanguine hopes of its supporters. The canal essentially finished 
the trend started by the completion of the national road of reori-
enting the flow of Northwest trade to an east-west direction and 
eventually bound the Northeast and Northwest into a single sec-
tion economically and politically. Economically, the Erie Canal was 
spectacularly successful. In its first full year of operation it took in 
tolls of over three quarters of a million. Numerous branch canals 
were added later, and New York City, tapping the riches of the 
northwest region of the country, became the dominant port of the 
United States. The Erie Canal also begot numerous imitators. A 
canal craze followed in which states invested heavily, hoping to have 
the same success. Between 1816 and 1840, $125 million was in-
vested in canals, but none were as successful as the Erie Canal. 50 
The failure of the federal government to support the building 
of the Erie Canal reflected in part the fact that Congress was con-
fronted with a vast number of proposals for assistance in building 
local road and canal projects which, if enacted, would have depleted 
the treasury and necessitated raising taxes-neither being palatable 
alternatives. Sectional jealousies no doubt also entered into political 
considerations. Rather than act on a few proposals, Congress gen-
erally preferred to act on none. This tendency also demonstrated 
the ongoing disagreement over the constitutional division of fed-
eral and state responsibilities and power, which was clearly illus-
trated by the controversy over the Bonus Bill. 
The first session of the Fourteenth Congress did not undertake 
any internal improvements, and President Madison's annual mes-
sage on December 3, 1816, reminded them that they should exer-
cise their" existing powers" by developing "a comprehensive system 
of roads and canals" to draw the country together and promote 
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prosperity. 51 John C. Calhoun, acting on the president's invitation, 
moved on December 16 to appoint a committee to inquire into 
using the $1.5 million bonus paid by the Bank of the United States 
as an internal improvements fund. He was appointed to chair the 
committee, and on December 23, he reported a bill to use the bo-
nus and dividends from the government stock, with the fund to be 
administered by the secretary of the treasury. 52 Not until February 
4, 1817, however, did the House take up the bill. Calhoun, well 
aware of the pitfalls confronting the measure, admitted that he feared 
the bill would be praised but not adopted. He argued that internal 
improvements would add strength and prosperity to the nation. Many 
of the projects proposed were on too great a scale for the finances of 
states or individuals and required the resources and general superin-
tendence of the general government. He stressed also the military 
advantages of good roads and canals, and he argued that they would 
allow the republic to exist in a large area, a matter of concern for 
some who believed that republics were intended to exist in small 
areas and only a despotism could hold together a large area. A lack 
of roads and canals made it difficult for the extremes to communi-
cate with the center of the Republic and weakened the Union. In 
an oft-quoted phrase, he said, "We are great, and rapidly-he was 
about to say fearfully-growing. This ... is our pride and danger-
our weakness and our strength." He added in a rhetorical flourish, 
"Let us then ... bind the Republic together with a perfect system of 
roads and canals. Let us conquer space." He warned against a "sor-
did, selfish, and sectional spirit," and he called for "enlarged views" 
in interpreting the Constitution. As to the argument that a plan 
should be presented before any money was appropriated, he coun-
tered that a bill filled with details would have little chance of pass-
ing, but he did offer his views on possible projects. He estimated the 
fund would set apart about $650,000 per year, sufficient to initiate 
new projects and complete the great works already begun. "The 
money," Calhoun closed, "cannot be appropriated to a more ex-
alted use."53 
Opponents worried about intrigue and bargaining to gain a 
share of the fund. Some worried about too much meddling in state 
affairs by the federal government. There were concerns that allow-
ing the federal government a role in internal improvements would 
not only consolidate the country but also lead to consolidation of 
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power in the federal government. Still others questioned Calhoun's 
loose interpretation of the Constitution. 54 Thomas B. Robertson 
introduced an amendment to apportion the fund among the states 
according to their representation in Congress. Clay opposed the 
motion, arguing the first step should be to establish the fund and 
settle the details later. Leaving internal improvements to the states 
might result in great projects that required the cooperation of many 
states being ignored and never accomplished. He pointed out that 
the Cumberland Road would cut travel time from Baltimore to 
Wheeling from eight to three days. 55 Proponents argued that the 
amendment would remove the objectionable feature of pitting states 
against each other to gain more than their proportion. Robertson's 
amendment passed, and another motion to strike the first section 
(to defeat the bill) was rejected 70-61, suggesting a close vote on 
the final bill. 56 
Several other amendments were offered to the House. John W 
Taylor successfully modified Robertson's amendment to read "ac-
cording to the House of Representatives in Congress." An amend-
ment to broaden the measure to include improving navigation of 
rivers, was unsuccessfuP7 Cyrus King, suggesting the House should 
first reduce direct taxes and import duties before they became prodi-
gal with the people's money, moved to postpone the bill indefi-
nitely, which launched a prolonged debate on the expediency and 
constitutionality of the measure. 58 Thomas R. Gold of New York 
noted the constitutional question had been argued for twenty-five 
years, and it was time to put the question to rest. Great national 
enterprises, such as New York's canal had been resisted by prejudice, 
narrow calculation, and short-sighted views. One-third of the com-
mercial revenue of the nation came from the port of New York, 
more than enough to build the canal. 59 
Samuel Smith observed that Maryland's portion under the bill 
would only be $32,000, not enough to build four miles of turnpike. 
He supported projects of national importance, but not "small and 
insignificant sums, to be applied to objects within the power and 
means ofStates individually."60 While several members objected to 
the measure as unconstitutional, Thomas Wilson of Pennsylvania 
took the expansive view that the national government had the power 
to do whatever was necessary to provide for the common defense 
and general welfare. The measure was expedient, he asserted, be-
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cause it would open up the products of the West to foreign trade. At 
present "articles of indefinite amount remain as useless as the wa-
ters of the wilderness."61 
John Ross from Pennsylvania suggested that this bill was as im-
portant as any that ever came before the national legislature. It raised 
the question of where states' rights ended and those of the na-
tional government began. He cited powers of the national gov-
ernment to compel states to allow goods of other states to pass 
through versus the right of a state (e.g. New York) to bar vessels of 
other states to navigate her waters. He also noted the Constitu-
tion forbade states to enter into compacts without the consent of 
the federal government. Great national projects needed the aid of 
the general government. 62 
There is little doubt that constitutional arguments masked baser 
motives, particularly sectional feelings. Among them were the local 
jealousies that could not see any benefit from supporting other re-
gions. John Randolph, as always, captured these views in relation to 
internal improvements in the Western country. His region ofVir-
ginia, he noted, had received little of "the sunshine of Govern-
ment," because they were "in the habit of living on their own 
means, not of quartering themselves on the nation." He could not 
see why all the benefits of an expense, borne equally by all, should 
go entirely to the Western States and Territories. 63 Cyrus King also 
reflected the sectional views expressed by some other members. He 
stated bluntly that he had heard much talk about the grand canal 
"to build up the already overgrown State of New York," and what 
was said of the Cumberland Road was "a mere tub to the whale." 
The post roads in New England were now good. "If they are not so 
elsewhere, let those concerned make them so." If good military 
roads were built, he said somewhat absurdly, cries for war would be 
heard in Congress. Many forgot, he added, that good military roads 
would be equally convenient for invaders. 64 
Robert Wright, who supported indefinite postponement, ac-
cused the House of arrogance. The people had given them "a broad 
hint that they had lost their confidence." Now they were "laboring 
under a paroxysm of the disease that brought them to their end." 
He asserted the Chesapeake and Delaware Canal had been defeated 
by the votes of the South and West, and he asked why the older 
states, who had expended millions on their public improvements, 
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"should now be taxed to cut roads in the new States." Only the 
new states, he argued, would benefit from the fund provided by the 
bill. 65 
King's motion to postpone indefinitely was defeated, 86-7 4. A 
substitute motion by Timothy Pickering, opposed by Calhoun, who 
objected to the phrasing "with the assent of the State," was adopted 
without division. 66 Further efforts to amend were defeated. The 
engrossed bill was read a third time on February 8, 1817. John 
Randolph rose and spoke for three hours in opposition. Others also 
added final words for and against the bill. Finally, the bill was passed 
by the close vote of 86-84, and was sent to the SenateY The clivi-
sion indicated that seventy-five of the opposition votes came from 
New England and the slave states. 
The Committee on Roads and Canals in the Senate, chaired by 
Abner Lacock of Pennsylvania, reported the bill on February 14, 
1817, without amendment and with strong support. 68 Debate did 
not begin until February 26,1817. A motion by Connecticut's David 
Daggett to postpone until March 4, 1817 (to defeat the measure) 
was vigorously debated, essentially along the lines of constitutional-
ity and expediency, and it was rejected by only one vote, 19-18.69 
Further efforts by opponents to amend the bill were all rejected. 
However, Robert H. Goldsborough from Maryland, a supporter of 
the measure, successfully added an amendment to divide the fund 
annually according to each state's ratio in Congress. The bill was 
finally passed by the Senate (20-15) on February 28, 1817.70 The 
distribution of the vote, as in the House, showed the minority was 
from New England and the South, while the majority came from 
the Middle States and West. 
The House took up the Senate amendments on March 1, 1817. 
Two motions to postpone, one indefinitely and one to March 3, 
1817, were both defeated by two-vote margins. The House then 
concurred with the Senate amendments and passed the bill. 71 In its 
final form, the Bonus Bill was a weak measure, and no doubt Calhoun 
and Clay, the primary advocates, saw it as merely a foot in the door, 
upon which a national program might be built later. It is doubtful 
whether this bill would have achieved their dreams of a national 
system of internal improvements. Far from providing for a national 
plan, it merely distributed funds to each state for internal improve-
ments, and the requirement for state consent to connect such im-
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provements weakened federal control and influence over such 
projects even more. Perhaps for this reason, President Madison, who 
supported the Gallatin plan and favored national control over an 
internal improvements program, decided to veto this bill. Henry 
Clay, who learned of Madison's intention, tried to dissuade him 
from doing so, even suggesting that as Madison surely agreed with 
the object of the bill and differed only on its constitutionality, he 
leave the bill to his successor, Monroe. Clay contended that if Mon-
roe signed it within the ten day period it would be a valid law. 72 
Nevertheless, on March 3, 1817, Madison vetoed the Bonus Bill 
on constitutional grounds. He cited the lack of an enumerated power 
and denied that it could be implied under the "necessary and proper" 
clause, the power to regulate commerce, or the "provide for the 
common defence and general welfare" clause. Further, "the assent 
of the States in the mode provided in the bill cannot confer the 
power." He was aware of the value of internal improvements, but 
the way to achieve these objects were provided for by the Constitu-
tion, namely by amendment. 73 The House vote to override passed 
only by a 60-56 margin, far short of the two-thirds requirement. 
On this question, Speaker Clay exercised his right to vote, but it was 
a futile gesture. 74 
Ironically, Madison's veto has been interpreted as a reversion to 
his states' rights roots.After straying by signing such bills as a protec-
tive tariff, a national bank bill, and other measures whose constitu-
tionality had been questioned, his veto has been seen as a belated 
atonement for his past indiscretions and an attempt to burnish his 
reputation as a states' rights advocate. 75 In fact, it is far more likely 
that he vetoed the bill not only because it was a bad bill and would 
have failed to provide for a planned development, but also because 
he feared an element of corruption would evolve between inter-
ested groups in the states and the national government. Madison 
understood that his party was deeply divided over federal involve-
ment in internal improvements. While many feared the dangers of 
consolidation inherent in a national system of roads and canals and 
that a too-powerful central government would strip the people of 
their liberties, others, like Calhoun and Clay, feared quite the oppo-
site, that all power would be drained away from the central govern-
ment to the state governments. Internal improvements were a way 
of binding the country together. The Bonus Bill, as they saw it, 
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would at least make the federal government a player in the game 
and give it influence over internal improvements. They fully under-
stood the competing interests and the petty politics that operated 
within and between the states and hoped to broker these interests 
for the public good. While Madison feared the Bonus Bill por-
tended corruption and consolidation of national power, Calhoun 
and Clay saw it as a fulfillment of the new dynamic of democratiza-
tion, restoring a balance or partnership between state and federal 
governments. 76 
A national system of internal improvements never was adopted. 
Internal improvements were essentially local, and interests any dis-
tance from a road, canal, or river navigation improvement rarely 
saw any benefit to themselves. Any program proposed by a distant 
government aroused fears of consolidation, and mixed with a com-
plex oflocal and state jealousies, prevented any such development. 
Roads and canals were built in the years ahead, some with federal 
support such as land grants and purchases of stock, but that devel-
opment was a result oflocal initiative and state enterprise. Regard-
less of this obvious display of regional interest, however, the growing 
sense of nationalism and the importance of the democratic "com-
mon man" in national policy was plain. Nowhere was this more 
evident than in the Fourth ofjuly celebrations that took place na-
tionwide in 1816. 
Chapter 7 
Fourth of July 
Celebrations 
The Fourth of July was by far the most important American na-
tional holiday in 1816. Celebrated by all Americans, no other holi-
day, not even Christmas, was as widely or wholeheartedly honored. 
Many newspapers each year printed excerpts from John Adams's 
letter to his wife, Abigail, that the anniversary of independence" ought 
to be commemorated, as the day of deliverance, by solemn acts of 
devotion to God Almighty. It ought to be solemnized with pomp 
and parade, with shows, games, sports, guns, bells, bonfires, and illu-
minations, from one end of this continent to the other." 1 Each year, 
Americans followed Adams's advice. Whether it was celebrated on a 
grand scale in the larger Eastern seaboard cities or on a lesser scale 
in the outlying areas, there was a clear sense of the moment being 
celebrated. The "Day" called up memory, reinforced a sense of com-
munity, and developed a growing national consciousness. In terms 
of contemporary holidays, the Fourth ofJuly in 1816 was a combi-
nation oflndependence Day, Washington's Birthday, Memorial Day, 
Veteran's Day, Armed Forces Day, and Labor Day all in one. This 
Fourth ofJuly in 1816 was the fortieth anniversary of the Declara-
tion of Independence. While this was not a magical number, it was 
an indication of the endurance of the nation and prospects for its 
longer duration. 
While there was a certain sameness to the rituals of the celebra-
tion, there were endless varieties in the way the day was honored. 
Typically, all businesses were closed for the day, which would begin 
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with the firing of cannon or the ringing of bells. Most towns, large 
and small, usually had a parade, which had been announced and the 
procession clearly planned so that everyone knew their place in the 
line. Local officials commonly marched at the head of the parade; 
then came the militia; followed by clergymen and the orator of the 
day; members of schools and organizations, such as the Society of 
Cincinnati, mechanics and manufacturing societies, firemen, and 
the like. Each member of the community marched with the group 
he belonged to or with whom he identified. Most towns had a 
generic place for "citizens," who followed in the rear. 
It is not clear whether women and children were included in 
the term "citizen."Very likely, they were expected to be the ob-
servers and, as the parade passed by, they joined at the end and 
followed the parade to its terminus, usually a church or the town 
commons. More striking than the hierarchy assigned to the proces-
sion was the egalitarianism with which it imbued the community. 
The town commons or park, for example, was a place where every-
one could assemble on common ground and act out his or her role 
in the community symbolically within his assigned group. Wealth 
and station, were, in the context of the holiday, deemed of lesser 
importance than civic identities. On this day, a farmer or common 
man might be raised to an esteemed place in the community as a 
militiaman or a veteran. 
The parade also brought the community together for a more 
important object lesson. They usually gathered in a large public hall 
or a church. If they met in the latter, the meeting was often rotated 
to different churches from year to year to allay sectarian jealousies. 
Once assembled, the entire Declaration of Independence was read 
to the crowd, and then an oration was delivered by the speaker for 
that year. Thus the sacred text and the "sermon" on patriotic themes 
amounted to an exercise in a kind of civic religion. Following an 
oration intended primarily to bring the audience to a shared value 
system and a common set of beliefs, a prayer was given and the 
crowd, now free to celebrate the remainder of the day in their own 
way, dispersed to various large picnics or other small gatherings. In 
many small towns, an afternoon picnic with most of the town in 
attendance was a centerpiece of the day's activities. In larger urban 
centers, groups like the Society ofCincinnati,Washington Benevo-
lent Society, American Revolution Society, Tammany Society, and 
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others enjoyed banquets and had their own orations and toasts. Many 
places also noisily fired off booming cannons and organized fire-
works demonstrations for the public. 2 
In Charleston, South Carolina, on July 4, 1816, artillery was 
fired at dawn. At noon cannons boomed from the forts in the har-
bor, as well from the vessels in the port, and the artillery in the 
town. The militia was reviewed that morning in preparation for the 
parade. They then marched down to the battery where they fired 
volleys of rifle fire before being dismissed. Later that morning, they 
reassembled for the parade.Various associations, such as the Cincin-
nati and Revolution societies joined in the procession to St. Michael's 
Church, where the customary reading of the Declaration of Inde-
pendence was heard, and then an oration was delivered. Afterwards, 
the people went to prearranged dinners and heard more orations. 
That evening, when the people assembled for a fireworks exhibi-
tion, the seats prepared for the audience unfortunately collapsed, 
injuring several people, including three children. The seats had been 
inspected prior to the day and were deemed safe, but apparently 
they could not bear the load of people who showed up for the 
display. Although this incident somewhat marred the celebration, 
the Charleston Courier reported a "Grand and Brilliant Display of 
Fire-Works," put together by the Charleston Rifle Corps and dedi-
cated "Joyfully to commemorate the Day when America separated 
herself from Great Britain, and freemen threw off the yoke of tyr-
anny and oppression."3 
In urban seaboard centers like New York City, Boston, and 
Charleston, while they shared some rituals in common with smaller 
towns, such as parades, public oration, and the like, they also offered 
their citizens greater spectacles and multiple venues as part of the 
holiday. A single community festival was impractical in urban cen-
ters, so more exclusive entertainments were organized for a par-
ticular group, or required admission fees. One particularly extravagant 
leisure activity was an afternoon or evening steamboat cruise. Steam-
boats (still a novelty in 1816) in both New York and Washington 
sold pleasure cruises. The steamboat Fulton cruising the Hudson 
River on the Fourth promised its passengers a more impressive view 
of the evening fireworks set off from the battery and Governor's 
Island.4 
In the nation's capital, Washington, D.C., although much smaller 
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relative to other more established cities, Independence Day cer-
emonies were no less grand. Washington's steamboat conveniently 
embarked at a location near the McKeowin Hotel, where a well-
attended banquet was held every year. They also held a parade that 
terminated at the Capitol. The reader of the Declaration of Inde-
pendence in 1816 was William S. Radcliff, who, one observer noted, 
did "well enough to satisfy us that he could read it a great deal 
better." Mterwards the oration was delivered to the assembled crowd, 
including most members of Congress. 5 One theater, decorated with 
a litany of banners honoring national heroes, an impressive design 
called the Temple of Concord and an altar of peace dedicated to the 
"Genius of America," ran a complete patriotic revue, including a 
melodrama, and a comic opera.6 Completing the day, the Ordi-
nance Department produced a public fireworks display at the 
president's residence. Undoubtedly, these vivid spectacles were well-
attended by city dwellers. 
Fireworks were extremely popular, but they were not limited to 
organized display. Anyone on the street could obtain some kind of 
fireworks, or, as the Newark, New Jersey Centinel if Freedom put it, 
a "squib" was in the hand of" every boy and negro that can raise a 
penny." Many, according to the editor of the Centinel, felt these 
"squibs" were too dangerous in the hands of irresponsible youth for 
the good of the public. In fact, four fires on housetops were re-
ported during Newark's Fourth ofJuly in 1816.Authorities blamed 
all four on firecrackers. For sport, some malicious boys even threw 
firecrackers at people on the streets. There was even a report that a 
black woman was fatally burned after her clothes caught on fire 
from a firecracker. The outrage caused by this incident and the an-
tics of locals on the Fourth led to a call for an outright ban on the 
sale or purchase of firecrackers. 7 Some cities like New York had 
already limited fireworks to prearranged public displays. 
One of the spectacles provided in New York City was a large 
transparent painting to commemorate the Declaration oflndepen-
dence. A female figure of liberty was depicted dressed in yellow 
robes. Beneath her was the globe. In one hand she held the stan-
dards of the United States and was planting it upon America. In her 
other hand was an olive branch, and beneath it was a white lily 
(symbolizing purity and serenity). The painting further displayed 
three boys, one holding and pointing to a book which had on it the 
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Declaration oflndependence and July 4, 1776. Also portrayed was 
the American eagle hovering over and covering a globe. 8 
Boston, more prosaically, provided a circus to entertain the public. 
In addition, there was a parade headed by Governor John Brooks, 
complete with a troop of Boston Light Dragoons. The day was 
highlighted by the presence of two of General George Washington's 
aides-de-camp, Generals David Cobb and David Humphrey. Also 
present was former President John Adams, aged eighty-one, who 
still retained "the appearance of health and cheerfulness."9 
The symbolic spectacle of the Fourth ofJuly celebrations around 
the country revealed much about how the Americans saw them-
selves and their country as well as displaying their growing sense of 
community and nationalism. Just as much can be learned from the 
words of the holiday. Newspapers faithfully reprinted the toasts, and 
in some cases the orations delivered. These words give another di-
mension to the thoughts and feelings behind the celebration. In 
addition to the toasts given at local dinners, newspapers often pub-
lished toasts delivered in other communities. In this way the news-
papers played a crucial role in leaving a broader historical record, as 
well as circulating ideas from one place to another. The result was 
an emerging consensus of common themes, which made the holi-
day sentiments expressed seem universal. Because so many of the 
dinners continued to be political gatherings, they retained a parti-
san flavor. 
The banquet toasts also had a ritual. There were eighteen pre-
pared toasts (matching the number of states in the Union). Follow-
ing the prepared (and printed) toasts, individual toasts were offered. 
Many of the latter were quite clever, reflecting no doubt that they 
were not spur-of-the-moment offerings but perhaps the product of 
a year of meditation. Typically, the printed toasts of the day began by 
recognizing the Declaration oflndependence, the memory of George 
Washington, the American people, the Constitution, the Army, Navy, 
and Militia, heroes of both the Revolutionary War and the War of 
1812, freedom and liberty, and usually concluded with a tribute to 
the ladies, the "American Fair," or the "Daughters of Columbia." 
Sometimes political figures, such as retired President Thomas Jefferson 
or the current President James Madison, a governor or congress-
man, or venerated figures, such as Alexander Hamilton or Benjamin 
Franklin, were also toasted. The volunteer toasts usually touched on 
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the political issues of the day, often from a partisan point of view 
reflecting the political hue of the gathering. Many times they re-
flected a growing sense of nationalism; sentiments in support of the 
Union and its institutions. 
In 1816 the memory of the War of 1812 was still fresh. Not 
surprisingly, many toasts of this year related to that war and not to 
the Revolutionary War. Among the heroes remembered in toasts 
were Oliver Hazard Perry and his great victory on Lake Erie. Wil-
liam Henry Harrison's victory over Tecumseh and his Indians was 
also celebrated. Andrew Jackson naturally was hailed for his victo-
ries over the Indians as well as over the British at New Orleans. For 
example, a toast in Charleston, South Carolina, declared, "Major 
General Jackson-He humbled atTalapoosa the savage and defeated 
at New Orleans the foreign foe." 10 Generals Jacob Brown and 
Winfield Scott were also toasted for their gallant conduct on the 
Niagara peninsula. Another toast was: "[Alexander] Macomb and 
[Thomas] Macdonough-Twin brothers in fame, Champlain and 
Plattsburg attest their valor. One subdued a numerous fleet, the other 
expels from our soil an insolent and superior foe." 11 Commodore 
Stephen Decatur and the memory of General Zebulon Pike were 
also saluted, as was General Nathanael Greene of the Revolution-
ary generation. 12 
Only in very rare cases did a gathering fail to acknowledge the 
prowess of the army, the navy, and the militia. Few Federalists, how-
ever, could bring themselves to offer unqualified praise to the army 
and militia.At best, they considered the army a potential tool of the 
Republicans or a threat to governmental authority in general, which 
was reflected in a Poughkeepsie, New York, toast: "The Army-
may its leaders recollect that they are created for the people and not 
the people for them." 13 The navy, on the other hand, received praise 
from all segments of the political spectrum. Southern and Western 
gatherings were particularly given to references to the navy's recent 
actions against the Algerine pirates. Federalists took credit for the 
navy's origins, and there were many happy references to the Ameri-
cans solving a problem which had confounded Europeans by forc-
ing the Barbary pirates, the terror and scourge of Europe, into 
submission. 14 
The pride of Americans shone through their toasts. Kentuck-
ians declared that the United States held "the highest rank among 
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the nations of the globe." Salem, Massachusetts, citizens agreed the 
United States was "the last great Republic in the world." A Wash-
ington D.C. toast called the United States the "Land of the free, and 
the home of the brave," no doubt alluding to the words of Francis 
Scott Key, and another speaker assured his audience "our institu-
tions confessedly present the most perfect model of government yet 
offered to the world." 15 
Nor did Americans shy away from allusions to the partisan and 
sectional rancor that had divided the country during the recent 
war. The anti-war Hartford Convention at the end of the War of 
1812 was remembered. For example, at one gathering in Boston 
the convention was characterized as "An incendiary, who endeav-
ored to fire the Temple of Liberty while its defenders were at its 
gates opposing a foreign enemy." A Virginia toast was to "Massa-
chusetts-Our sister strayed from the path of duty; the Union fam-
ily is ready to forgive her," which suggested that some Americans 
were ready to heal the wounds brought about by the war. 16 Another 
toast declared: "The Union of the States-The vital source of Na-
tional Independence, glory and happiness-the first breach lets in 
the enemy." A theme of many banquets was a call for an end to 
party strife. For example, there was a plea for "The extinction of 
party feuds-The reign of good principles and the harmony of 
friends." Patriotism, a concept of the budding nationalism, was only 
then beginning to have currency and eroding state loyalties.A South 
Carolina toast specifically used the term: "Patriotism-planted in 
the luxuriant soil of freedom; may its growth never be destroyed by 
the rude storm of factions, or the chilling blast of ingratitude."17 
There were many other interesting toasts on a variety of topics. 
A favorite at many gatherings this year were the revolutionaries of 
South America and Ireland. One example was: "The Patriots of 
South America-We cannot but sympathize with those who are 
struggling for the principles which we this day celebrate." Similarly, 
there was a toast to "Ireland-may her next attempt to gain her 
Independence be as successful as that of America." 18 Another topic 
was the Compensation Act which, as one editor observed, was 
"toasted until it is black."19 Local issues were also subjects of salutes. 
For example, Kentuckians acknowledged that the Indiana Territory 
was in the process of forming a state constitution and a state gov-
ernment: "The state of Indiana-Destined to become a bright star 
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in the West constellation."20 In Augusta, Maine, there was an allu-
sion to the push by citizens of Maine to gain separation from Mas-
sachusetts. One said: "Maine-A new star of the first magnitude 
gleams above the political horizon, among the constellations of the 
North." Another referred to the upcoming vote in September on 
separation, "The Electors of Maine-Enlightened, patriotic, and 
determined: push them to five ninths for a legal majority, and death 
alone will keep them from the polls."21 
The centerpiece of every Fourth of July celebration was the 
oration. No greater honor could be conferred upon an individual 
than to be chosen as the orator for the Day. Stylistically, these speeches 
were firmly grounded in major themes and reflected their great 
sense of the historical significance of the revolution and the Decla-
ration of Independence, as well as schooling the people in the les-
sons of its history. While each speaker gave these lessons their own 
peculiar twist, there was a certain uniformity in these speeches. In 
1816,Americans were invariably given dire warnings that they must 
be worthy to maintain their freedoms. Just as invariably, the speakers 
engaged in boosterism, the wonderful conceit that Americans were 
a chosen people destined for greatness. 
It was customary to review the events of the American Revolu-
tion. References to the Romans and the Greeks abounded, as many 
speakers saw a relationship between these ancient republics and the 
American experiment. The people were warned that what had hap-
pened to the ancients could happen to them. One orator, for ex-
ample, informed his audience in Hartford, Connecticut, "The 
freedom of Rome was not subverted till Romans were unworthy 
offreedom."22 It was almost obligatory to mention the role of George 
Washington. The character ofWashington was a model of patrio-
tism. Rather than his martial skill, it was his virtuous leadership that 
established national character. His conduct reflected dignity in both 
his public and private life, and citizens were exhorted to model 
their character on the spirit ofWashington. Whether the words of 
the Declaration of Independence were cited, as well as its author 
Thomas Jefferson, depended upon the partisan makeup of the meet-
ing. The Constitution was more frequently hailed, and all speakers 
agreed, whatever their party affiliation, that the people were blessed 
to live under the rule of that document. 
Rarely did orators fail to put a positive spin on the War of1812. 
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A Georgetown, South Carolina, audience was informed, "Our vir-
tuous citizens, strangers to the murderous art of war, but jealous of 
their rights, and tenacious of their honor, hastened to the conflict, 
humbled the bravest troops in Europe, commanded by the most 
gallant and experienced officers in the world." Another speaker 
argued the war had saved the nation from a mercenary disposition, 
"this moral gangrene ... this moral poison upon declining patrio-
tism.""Nothing but a war," he said, "could have revived the dying 
principle of patriotism in our country ... ten more years of peace 
and speculation would have ruined the nation past redemption."23 
An address to citizens at Charlestown, Massachusetts, was posi-
tively rhapsodic in its evaluation of the War of 1812. "The holy 
flame of the revolution was again rekindled, and we are now repos-
ing on the laurels, won by our gallant countrymen on ocean, and 
on land." Another speech in Boston was equally ebullient: "One 
dazzling exploit followed another with such rapidity, that an admir-
ing people had scarcely time to celebrate the achievements of one 
hero before another put in his claim to equal honor." A speaker in 
Cincinnati, Ohio, hailed "our little bands of valiant, though un-
taught soldiers, midst showers of internal faction, securing to us 
victory and safety in every quarter," which suggested to him "some 
mysterious power who has designed us for a chosen and a happy 
people."24 
Perhaps the most common theme in the orations of 1816, as 
well as the toasts, was the corrosive effects of party spirit upon the 
nation. The bitter partisan strife between Federalists and Republi-
cans during the War of 1812 was fresh in the minds of the people.lt 
had culminated in the Hartford Convention at the end of the war, 
which in the minds of many threatened the permanency of the 
republic. In New England, nearly all of the extant Fourth of July 
orations alluded to the danger of political parties. One attributed 
the Hartford Convention to "the folly and wickedness of factions, 
violence, and disappointed ambition." The convention, he argued, 
sought to embarrass the government, "The Union was to be sev-
ered, and the 'Nation of New England' to be formed." He added, 
"Discord, holding in her bosom a dagger, destined to give a deadly 
thrust at the Union, and the Constitution, was cherished; and melan-
choly to relate, Fanueil Hall was her cradle!"25 
Orators also celebrated the failure of the Hartford Convention. 
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One speaker declared the convention, "that first-born of the Junto," 
that "threatened to prostrate our liberty ... only shook its branches, 
and caused its roots to strike deeper and more firmly in the soil." 
He added, however, a note of forgiveness; the mass of Federalists 
were "doubtless as firm in their republican attachments as we are," 
but the character of the leaders gave "the tone and temper to the 
whole." Another agreed the convention "plotted the prostration of 
the colossal pillars of our republic," but he would also "cast the veil 
of charity" over their actions. For all true Americans, he said," Union 
is the rallying word." 26 
Federalist orators, obviously, had a different view of the subject. 
One characterized the Hartford Convention as "notwithstanding 
all the cruel things which the hard-hearted newspapers have said of 
them, altogether harmless." Another declared that the Federalists were 
being proscribed as the enemies of the country, yet they had "fore-
told the disastrous result of that fatal policy [of war], and struggled 
to avert the impending ruin."27 
Despite the continuing partisan references in orations and toasts, 
there was also a spirit of conciliation. Benjamin L. Lear, the orator 
in Washington, D.C., while he gloried in the victories of the late 
war, also focused on the practical evidence of national unity during 
the war. "The most powerful enemy and the most inveterate oppo-
sition have both been withstood without one trial for treason, or 
even one prosecution for libel."28 Newspapers also recorded a grow-
ing congeniality between the two parties. In some communities the 
passions had abated enough that there were reports of"republican 
citizens" and "respectable federal gentlemen" cooperating in the 
arrangements and enjoying the festivities of the Fourth of July to-
gether"upon National principles."The Camden (SC) Gazette, related 
that in their community during the processions, orations, and ban-
quets an attitude of"temperance and harmony reigned over all."29 
The general consensus was that political passions had nearly 
brought down the republic. As one orator noted," Party spirit is an 
evil of immense magnitude." Another warned, "Regard the man 
who would induce you to enlist under the banners of any party, as 
an enemy. Suffer no man to dictate your vote. Look at principles, not 
names."Yet another advised, "Sacrifice party feelings to the good of 
our common country. Party spirit paralyzes the noblest emotions of 
the human mind."30 
Fourth oj}uly Celebrations 131 
Charles G. Ferris was one of the few orators who had anything 
good to say about political parties, perhaps because he spoke before 
a highly politicized organization, the Tammany Society in New York 
City. Founded in 1786, this society had adopted Indian rituals, 
whether as a caricature of the aristocratic Society of Cincinnati is 
unclear. Additional Tammany Societies were organized in other states, 
but the New York organization was the most influential. Politically, 
they were anti-Federalist, and they were nationalistic. They also 
marched in parades dressed as Indians and celebrated Washington's 
birthday as early as 1790. Further, they popularized the ritual of 
reading of the Declaration of Independence on the Fourth of July. 
The spirit of party, Ferris told the society, should be "strictly guarded, 
although not entirely suppressed ... within due bounds, it is a check 
upon ambitions, excites a spirit of useful enquiry into the merits of 
the candidates that may be proposed for popular support, and makes 
us vigilant in examining the conduct of our rulers and their admin-
istration of public affairs." He did warn, however, that factions de-
stroy the peace and happiness of the state. He advised the republicans 
to exercise power with justice and impartiality, beware foreign at-
tachments, and follow the maxims ofWashington.31 
Some orators saw excess party spirit as subsiding. One informed 
his audience in Windsor,Vermont, "It is highly gratifying to observe 
the decline of that infatuation which lately rendered so many wor-
thy men blind to their country's interest, and their own reputation. 
We now hear nothing of conventions; nor dissolving the union; nor of 
commissioners sent to take the President by the beard; and but very 
little ofWashington Benevolent Societies." He added forgivingly, 
"We hail the delivery of our fellow citizens from political phrenzy, 
as we would their recovery from a fever, and its attendant delirium."32 
A Federalist speaker also saw a new era in politics, "The asperity of 
party is softening; the tone of recrimination is assuming a milder 
accent." He added that Federalists would "cheerfully extend the 
hand of fellowship, and make a united effort, while reason pre-
dominates in our councils, to redeem the nation from those calami-
ties which a mistaken policy has precipitated upon us."33 
The spirit of reconciliation was also manifested at this same 
gathering of Federalists by Francis Blake, the President of the Day, 
who also addressed the audience and whose comments were added 
to the published oration. Blake, alluding to the apparent decline in 
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party spirit both in Congress and in the state legislature, observed 
that it "seems also most happily to be banished, in a great degree, 
from our social intercourse with each other." Interestingly, he cred-
ited the Republican Party for much of this change. Perhaps, he 
suggested, they had "magnanimously resolved to offer up their party 
feelings and passions, as a sacrifice of atonement, upon the altar of 
their country." Federalists were not exempt from the passions that 
governed the predominant party, he noted, but he hoped "the shades 
of difference which seem now to be rapidly melting away, may soon 
vanish altogether." His toast was, "A new Political Confederacy! Its 
exclusive object the good of the whole-and not the predomi-
nance of a party!"34 
While George Sullivan, a former Federalist congressman from 
New Hampshire, agreed that party passions were subsiding, he took 
another view of political parties. He told his Boston audience, "Par-
ties are the soul of free government." Parties, he contended, stamped 
the national character and shaped the public spirit. He asserted that 
the present political calm "doubtless presages a new eruption. Its 
lava may separate old friends, and bring together old enemies." He 
suggested that the source of this new eruption would come from 
the rapidly growing region of the West, and he worried that their 
warlike and adventurous habits indicated that they were not the 
best depositories of power. Sullivan's perception that the growth of 
the West might further diminish New England's role in the nation 
was no doubt on the minds of many in his audience. New England, 
he hinted, must repair its relations with the other states, "because 
she alone has wrongs to pardon and forget," and be prepared to 
cooperate with them. 35 
Not everyone saw the growth of the West with dread. There are 
also many examples of incipient expansionism found in these ora-
tions. Francis Gilmer predicted that in forty years the population of 
the United States would spread all the way to the Pacific, "one 
nation, speaking one language, governed by the same laws, born to 
inherit the same freedom, the same enterprize, the same valor, the 
same love of country." A Worcester, Massachusetts, audience was 
reminded, "Each day the forests of the West recede from the genius 
of cultivation." Another orator declared at Georgetown, South 
Carolina, "Let none presume to assert that our territory is too ex-
tensive, or our interest too dissimilar. A small territory is the seat of 
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faction, when the malignant spirit of discord is prevalent, it per-
vades every section, infuses its poison into the bosom of families, 
and contaminates the whole." A government of an extensive coun-
try, he argued, promised "duration, permanency and stability."36 
Of course, the orators developed many other themes. A favorite 
was the superiority of the American republic and its institutions. A 
gathering in Brookville, Indiana, was told, "If ever a people were 
truly favored, it was the people of the United States." Francis W 
Gilmer, in Winchester,Virginia, called Americans "the freest people 
upon Earth," with the "freest institutions which any people, an-
cient or modern ever enjoyed." Charles G. Ferris, declared to the 
Tammany Society in New York City, that the United States was 
"the sanctuary of freedom-the only asylum of oppressed and per-
secuted man." Another speaker summarized the superiority of the 
government created by the Constitution by stating, "May it stand 
to passing ages the monument of wisdom and admiration like the 
great, wise and good men who formed it. The world talks of lib-
erty," he added, "there is one free government in it; a republic, 
which is the world's last and best hope." Finally, one stated simply 
that the United States was "the best country the world ever saw."37 
There were also numerous examples of exuberant nationalism 
in these orations. None, perhaps, matched Francis Gilmer, who ex-
claimed, "I thank God, that I am an American." Another declared, 
"Wherever a citizen of this land may sojourn, however conspicuous 
his virtues, his talents or his rank, his greatest distinction will be the 
appellation of an AMERICAN." Similarly, a speaker at Charlestown, 
Massachusetts, said, "To be known as an American citizen is every 
where a passport to fame." George Sullivan also asserted that our 
countrymen were once humiliated abroad, but now they were hon-
ored and respected. "None is so humble among us;' he said, "but 
participates in the pride, which now swells through the nation." An 
orator in Cincinnati summed up the feeling of most speakers, "The 
prospects of America are great."38 
Americans were also informed that our example inspired the 
patriots ofSouthAmerica, and would also infuse the abused people 
of Europe with the courage and strength to burst the bonds of 
tyrants, priests, and mercenary armies. Americans were obviously in 
the process of constructing a special mission to spread the tenets of 
freedom around the world. A speaker in Charleston, South Caro-
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lina, also saw us as a beacon of freedom. "We are on a lofty summit 
which commands a wide and extensive survey of all the political 
world," he declared. "Banished from the ancient world, freedom 
has fled for safety to our land. "39 
Thus the discourse in the Fourth ofJuly celebrations was both 
reflective and prospective. While there is no doubt the rhetoric was 
overblown and exaggerated, there was also an element of sincerity 
in the speeches and toasts that reveal their hopes for the future or at 
least a sense of the peculiarity of the American "experiment." 
Americans were beginning to look forward to an era of United 
States leadership in a world where republican ideals were bringing 
revolution to the Western hemisphere, and they were looking for-
ward to a greater destiny for America and every nation that em-
braced these republican ideals. In order to achieve this kind of 
international influence, however, the United States had to maintain 
the quality of a standing military such as had challenged Great Brit-
ain in the War of 1812. 
Chapter 8 
National Defense 
American reliance upon citizen soldiers or militia for defense was 
given a stern test during the War of 1812. The fear of standing armies 
was deeply ingrained in Anglo-American thought, and in the Con-
stitutional Convention it was agreed that while a national defense 
force would be maintained, the main reliance would be placed upon 
the militia. The result was a shared authority. The national govern-
ment could call upon the state militia (Art. I, Sec. 8) "to execute the 
laws of the Union, suppress insurrections, and repel invasions," and 
"provide for organizing, arming, and disciplining the militia," but 
the states were to appoint the officers and train the militia accord-
ing to the discipline prescribed by the federal government. The 
basic law, the Uniform Militia Act of 1792, however, failed to pro-
vide for a uniform militia. It merely prescribed that all able-bodied 
men between eighteen and forty-five must join a militia unit and 
provide their own arms and accouterments. 
States responded indifferently to their responsibilities, and mili-
tia organization and discipline varied widely. Militia musters were 
widely regarded as farces, providing little or no training whatsoever. 
A lack of weapons held by militiamen forced Congress to respond 
in 1808 by providing an annual fund of $200,000 for arming the 
state militia. The Jeffersonian Republicans in particular advocated 
militia in lieu of standing armies, but despite calls from every presi-
dent, Congress, for various political and ideological reasons, did 
nothing to improve the situation. Consequently, the nation was forced 
to fight the War of 1812 with largely raw, untrained, ill-disciplined, 
ill-equipped militia. The result was predictable, and there were many 
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instances during the war where the militia broke and ran in the face 
of the enemy, such as at Bladensburg, or refused to cross interna-
tional borders, such as at Queenstown and Detroit. Moreover, the 
state governors of Massachusetts, Connecticut, and Rhode Island 
refused to allow the national government the use of their militia on 
grounds that the conditions prescribed by the Constitution were 
not met. 1 
Of course, there were a few notable successes, especially the 
Battle of New Orleans, which gave militia advocates grounds for 
arguing for continued reliance upon militia after the War of 1812. 
Congress, however, responded by establishing a standing army of 
10,000 men. The Act of March 3,1815, was a positive step towards 
a professional army, as well as an indication of disenchantment with 
the idealized but inefficient and unreliable militia. Federal officials 
continued to place a verbal reliance upon the militia, but the grow-
ing professionalism of the post-war army was accompanied by an 
increasing neglect of the militia. 
After the war, virtually all of the state governors recognized the 
need to improve their state militia in their annual messages to their 
legislatures. Governor Isaac Shelby of Kentucky declared in De-
cember 1815 that a time of peace was a time to strengthen defenses. 
He urged his legislature to reorganize the state militia to "prevent 
in future those evasions and delays, in complying with executive 
requisitions for militia, which were so severely felt during the last 
war."2 Similarly, Governor Thomas Worthington of Ohio asserted 
that while the federal government should adopt one general plan 
and regulation for the discipline of the nation's militia, the state had 
its responsibility too. He urged particularly setting aside a place for 
arms, ammunition, and camp equipage. 3 Instead of amending the 
state's current militia law, however, the Ohio legislature chose to 
instruct its representatives and senators to urge Congress to provide 
more effectually for the organizing, arming, disciplining, and calling 
out all state militia. The resolution acknowledged," on the extent of 
these powers, and whether they be exclusive, or only concurrent with 
the state sovereignties, a diversity of opinion still exists," but it added 
that "the want of uniformity in the organization of the corps of 
militia did during the late war, greatly retard the operations of the 
general government."4 
In Pennsylvania, Governor Simon Snyder's message ofDecem-
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ber 8, 1815, stated simply: "Experience has shown the futility of the 
idea of converting every man into a soldier." In lieu of the mass 
militia he recommended creating a select corps that would always 
be organized and disciplined. Joel B. Sutherland from the House 
Militia Committee reported a proposal on January 16,1816, to arm 
and equip a "select corps." He outlined the features of a bill his 
committee was considering, but he wanted to test the sense of the 
House first; otherwise it would be a waste of time to prepare and 
report a bill that would be rejected. They proposed a force of15,000 
men between the ages of eighteen and twenty-eight who would 
parade one week a month each year. Officers would be selected by 
the governor, and they would rate the same pay as the officers of the 
United States Army. Non-commissioned officers and privates would 
receive uniforms, "the foundations of all military ardor and enthu-
siasm," as well as $1 per diem for military duty. Sutherland justified 
a tax to cover the costs of this plan, noting that no individual in the 
commonwealth paid any state tax for the support of the govern-
ment. Moreover, the tax would "operate principally upon the rich 
and the aflluent, who have property to defend." Under the present 
law, rich and poor paid equally for militia delinquency, which was 
unjust and irrationaP 
The committee proposal was discussed at length for four days, 
but the report was finally rejected by the House on January 23 
primarily because it was thought the new organization "would be 
at variance with the long established habits of the people, and at-
tended with unusual expense, or that might be novel in its prin-
ciples and untried in its operations." The next day, however, a 
resolution was introduced to instruct the militia committee to bring 
in a bill that would be the most efficient, least oppressive "judicious 
combination of the militia and volunteer systems." The motion 
was, however, rejected. 6 Instead, the Pennsylvania Senate adopted 
an amendment to the current militia law that allowed individuals 
the option of enrolling in a militia company or becoming an ex-
empt (but not from service if the militia was called out) upon pay-
ment of six dollars. 7 This amount was too high to benefit the average 
man, but it allowed the wealthy to escape militia training. More-
over, it did nothing to address the governor's charge to the legisla-
ture. In his next message on December 5, 1816, Snyder repeated his 
call for militia reform. He now proposed the regular militia would 
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meet for training one day a year and use the commutation fee of 
exempts to support a select corps of young men.8 The legislature, 
however, declined to take any action. 
Virginia's governor, Wilson Cary Nicholas, declared to his leg-
islature on December 4, 1815, that the state's militia system was 
"defective in all its parts." Until Congress changed the present or-
ganization, he added, no improvement was to be expected. How-
ever, the state should do what it could. He advised particularly arming 
the state militia, requiring them to pay a deposit to care for and 
return the weapon. 9 Other states where the governors requested 
their legislature to reform the state's militia included New Hamp-
shire, Georgia, and Louisiana. 10 
Delaware presented a unique situation regarding its militia. When 
the House Militia Committee reported on January 17 that it was 
inexpedient to make any changes in the existing militia law, Nathan 
Vickers of Sussex County introduced a resolution to repeal all mi-
litia fines. Surprisingly, the bill gained significant support. An effort 
to refer it to a committee was defeated, 13-6, and then it was passed 
on January 20 by a vote of 12-6.The Senate passed it easily, and the 
bill became law on February 2.After the House action,Victor DuPont 
responded by moving a resolution that "repeal of all militia fines 
will effectually put an end to the present militia system of this state," 
and that as it was important to keep us a military spirit within the 
state, a volunteer corps should be encouraged. However, a bill to 
encourage volunteers was eventually rejected. 11 DuPont's assessment 
of the effect of abolishing militia fines proved to be accurate. In 
1820 the Adjutant for the Delaware militia related to the War De-
partment that the consequences of the February 2, 1816 law had 
been "a total neglect of every appearance of militia duty." 12 
On the national level, President Madison, in his annual message 
on December 5, 1815, also called to the attention of Congress the 
need for militia reform, particularly reorganizing and classifying the 
militia (grouping militia so that younger men received longer and 
more intense training). Experience had shown, he stated, "that skill 
in the use of arms and that familiarity with the essential rules of 
discipline ... can not be expected from the regulations now in 
force." Madison further called for enlarging the West Point Mili-
tary Academy, "and the establishment of others in other sections of 
the Union." He also noted the difficulties in executing the act of 
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March 3, 1815, fixing the military peace establishment, which would 
require legislative aid. Finally, Congress should consider "the expe-
diency of continuing upon the peace establishment the staff officers 
who have hitherto been previously retained." 13 
Little was done in the first session of the Fourteenth Congress. 
A bill to organize, class, and arm the militia was postponed indefi-
nitely in the House on April 19, 1816. It had not been seriously 
discussed, and that same day Richard M.Johnson, chair of the Mili-
tary Committee, moved to request the secretary of war to report at 
the next session a system of organizing and disciplining the militia 
"best calculated, in his opinion, to promote the efficiency of that 
force when called into the public service."14 In the Senate, a bill was 
introduced by the head of the Militia Committee,Joseph B.Varnum 
of Massachusetts, to address the issue that arose during the War of 
1812 when three New England governors refused to allow the gov-
ernment to use their militia. Varnum's bill provided that when the 
governor or commander of the state militia refused a call out from 
the national government, the president was authorized to call upon 
officers of state militia to comply with the requisition. His bill was 
discussed at length in the Senate and repeated efforts to amend 
were beaten back, only to have discussion of the bill postponed, on 
motion by James Brown ofLouisiana, to the fourth Monday ofJuly, 
effectively killing the bill. 15 
Another issue considered in the first session was a proposal made 
on December 29, 1815, by Richard M.Johnson to establish three 
additional military academies: one at Mt. Dearborn, South Caro-
lina; another at Newport, Kentucky, at the junction of the Ohio 
and Licking Rivers; and the third in the District of Columbia. In 
committee of the whole, congressmen immediately began offering 
alternative sites. George W Campbell from Tennessee suggested 
Columbia, South Carolina as a better place for the Southern Acad-
emy. Israel Pickens of North Carolina offered the more upland site 
of Ashville, North Carolina. Both motions were defeated. Thomas 
Burnside from Pennsylvania moved to add a fourth academy at 
Carlisle, Pennsylvania, but it also failed. Richard Wilde of Georgia 
proposed only one new academy and would place it in the District 
of Columbia to give it a national character. Timothy Pickering also 
favored only one additional academy, but he preferred Harper's Ferry, 
Virginia.Alfred Cuthbert, like his Georgia colleague Wilde, believed 
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there was an advantage to having an academy under the watchful 
eye of the national government. It would be "purely national," and 
it would attach the youth in the academy "to the dignity and splen-
dor of the nation; where they should acquire, not State feelings, but 
patriotic sentiments." 16 
Johnson, who no doubt had an interest in seeing an academy 
established in his state, opposed Wilde's motion. If the object was to 
establish a great national military academy, then the bill should also 
abolish the West Point Military Academy, he said. It had not created 
local jealousies. Moreover, all three additional academies would not 
cost more than $400,000 annually. John W Hulbert, a fellow mem-
ber of the committee, supported Johnson. He noted that leading 
members of the administration supported only one academy in the 
District of Columbia, but the intent of the committee was to dis-
tribute a school to each section.The West, Hulbert said, was increas-
ing with unexampled rapidity. He wished it was not increasing quite 
so fast, but the territory beyond the Allegheny, he believed, would 
soon contain a majority of the people of the United States. 17 
Henry Clay also supported his friend Johnson's proposal, which 
would additionally benefit Kentucky. Establishing several academies 
in different parts of the union would increase "the affection of the 
people for the Union." John Forsyth also favored three additional 
academies, but he doubted an academy in the District of Columbia 
would necessarily benefit the district, which had long suffered from 
neglect, and there was no evidence an academy would fare any 
better. He agreed with the theme that was heard often in this de-
bate that state feelings and jealousies ought to be destroyed. 18 
Calhoun observed that the question appeared to be the best 
mode to produce a national spirit. One central school, he argued, 
would be filled with the sons of wealthy men. During the late war, 
he asserted, military talent was more likely to arise from the middle 
and lower ranks of men. They had a stronger stimulus to exertion. 
More than one academy would diffuse military science. Robertson 
of Louisiana, however, asked why the preservation of the union 
depended on military spirit. The best way to extinguish state jeal-
ousies and local feelings was to associate youth from various parts of 
the country in the District of Columbia, which would have the 
advantage of preventing the creation of a military spirit distinct 
from the general interest. John Sergeant from Pennsylvania, how-
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ever, believed the District of Columbia was the worst place to put 
an academy, where political or party dissension burned with the 
most intense heat. The young would not escape its contagion. The 
amendment to strike out three academies and insert one passed 
with ninety-one yeas. 19 Pickering then moved to strike the District 
of Columbia and insert Harper's Ferry. Clay, however, suggested 
that Pickering vary his motion to leave the location blank. Clay 
then moved to fill the blank with Pittsburgh.At this point the com-
mittee rose. 20 
When the committee met again on January 3, Clay withdrew 
his motion and moved to establish the additional academy near the 
mouth of the Licking in deference to the committee. It was re-
jected, 68 to 58. Successive motions to fill the blank with Nashville, 
Harper's Ferry, and Carlisle were also rejected. Finally, Newton 
Cannon ofTennessee succeeded with a proposal to place the acad-
emy in Knoxville, 84-63.21 The debate was hardly over. Efforts to 
limit admission to under twenty-one and to require military ser-
vice after graduation were rejected. Another issue was the number 
of cadets to be admitted. Pickering and John W Taylor argued for 
less than the proposed 800, while Calhoun and Forsyth supported 
the higher number. Calhoun argued that the cadets returning to 
the body of the people would diffuse that knowledge to the mili-
tia. 22 The question of filling the blank with 600 passed with sev-
enty-seven yeas. 23 The details apparently having been worked out, 
the bill then faded away. Whether it was the additional cost of the 
new academy or whether it had been amended so much that no 
one had a real vested interest in it is not clear. When Pickering 
offered a substitute bill favoring continued support of the one acad-
emy at West Point on March 20, it was received without objection 
by the House. 24 
The academy question was instructive. While the votes were 
probably there to pass the legislation, a general consensus emerged 
that the measure did not have strong support and perhaps needed 
time for more reflection, so it was allowed to drop. Johnson did not 
give up. In the second session, he reported a bill to establish three 
additional military academies as originally proposed by his com-
mittee at Mt. Dearborn, Newport, and Washington, D. C. The House 
eventually postponed the bill indefinitely. 25 
It should be noted that Congress did give additional support to 
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the West Point Academy. An act of April 29, 1816, appropriated 
$115,800 for new buildings and an additional $22,171 for maps, 
books, and instruments. A Board ofVisitors composed of"gentle-
men versed in military and other science" had been created in 1815 
to render semi-annual reports on the status of the academy and 
examine orally the competency of the cadets. Perhaps most impor-
tant of all, the academy was infused with new vigor by the appoint-
ment of Major Sylvanus Thayer as superintendent in 1817. Under 
his leadership the academy became the principal entry point into 
the officer corps and one of the finest military schools in the world. 26 
Madison's call for the retention of some staff officers in his an-
nual message adverted to the interpretation put on the reduction 
act of March 3, 1815, that the 10,000 established by the law did not 
include officers and staff. Secretary ofWar William H. Crawford, in 
response to a request from Johnson's committee for recommenda-
tions, delivered a report on December 27, 1815, which became the 
basis for an Army Staff bill passed on April 24, 1816. Crawford ar-
gued essentially that the military staff"should be substantially the 
same in peace as in war, without reference to the number or distri-
bution of the troops," and that full staffs should be established in 
each of the two divisions created by the general order of May 17, 
1815.27 In fact, the army had never had a general staff or a com-
manding general. Prior to the War of1812, most of the staff officials 
were assigned to the principal army (such as the Quartermaster 
General), rather than being stationed in Washington. The coordina-
tion of staff activity was largely the responsibility of the secretary of 
war. During the War of 1812, a general staff bill was passed on March 
3, 1813, but while it gathered more officials in Washington, they 
were deputies or assistants who assisted the secretary of war. As con-
stituted, it was more a housekeeping staff than a general staff. 28 The 
debate in the House revolved more around the status of certain staff 
officers provisionally retained after the passage of the army reduc-
tion act of March 1815, but there was no substantial objection to 
Crawford's recommendations. The House, in fact, passed the bill 
easily, as did the Senate, and it became law on April 24, 1816.29 
No attempt was made to centralize the command of the army 
under a single officer.Two separate divisions were created, the North-
ern commanded by Maj. Gen.Jacob Brown, and the Southern com-
manded by Maj. Gen. Andrew Jackson. One reason, perhaps, was 
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that Brown was the senior officer, and the prickly personality of 
Andrew Jackson suggested he might not accept a secondary posi-
tion or would not have worked well in a subordinate position. 30 
Jackson was even allowed to use his home, the Hermitage, as his 
military headquarters.Jackson and Secretary ofWar Crawford im-
mediately clashed over a treaty with the Cherokees in March 1816 
that returned land the tribe claimed Jackson had mistakenly in-
cluded in his Treaty ofFortJackson with the Creeks in 1814.Jack-
son angrily appealed to Secretary of State James Monroe accusing 
Crawford of siding with the Indians against American citizens. 31 
In fact, Crawford and Jackson had widely varying views on treat-
ment of Indians. In a report in April, Crawford urged the govern-
ment to carefully supervise dealings between Indians and American 
traders to avoid exploitation. "The utter extinction of the Indian 
race," Crawford asserted, would be the result of unregulated trade 
and continual warfare, which he declared, "must be abhorrent to 
the feelings of an enlightened and benevolent nation." While this 
statement did credit to Crawford, his view was not only out of step 
with Jackson but the people of the West generally. He then com-
pounded his error by suggesting that a way to preserve the Indian 
race was to "let intermarriage between them and the whites be 
encouraged by the government."32 
Crawford was a rising power in the Republican Party. Born in 
Virginia, he practiced law in his adopted state of Georgia and rose 
in politics to become a United States Senator. His physical presence, 
affability, and undeniable talents attracted many supporters, particu-
larly among those generally known as Old Republicans, or follow-
ers of Jeffersonian principles. A supporter of the War of 1812, 
Crawford served as Minister to France during the war and returned 
at its end to become secretary of war. The negative reaction in the 
West to his views on Indians was not confined to Jackson alone, and 
Crawford hastily retreated. He authorized Jackson to head a three-
man commission to negotiate with the Cherokees, Choctaws, and 
Chickasaws. Negotiations began in September 1816.Jackson impe-
riously demanded the tribes turn over vast chunks of their territory. 
He concluded treaties with the Cherokees and the Chickasaws in 
September, facilitated by bribes of the tribal leaders, and in October 
1816, commissioners headed by John Coffee concluded an agree-
ment with the Choctaws. Not only did the United States gain huge 
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tracts from the Indians, but these land grabs paved the way for the 
removal of the so-called civilized tribes from the Eastern United 
States.33 
On another matter Crawford and Jackson agreed, and that was 
the problem of the so-called Negro fort. This fort, which was lo-
cated on the Apalachicola River in Florida about sixty miles south 
of the United States border, was a haven for about 250 to 300 fugi-
tive slaves, Indians, women, and children. The fort was not only a 
magnet for runaway slaves, it was also a base for marauding expedi-
tions against slaveholders in the region. 34 On March 15, 1816, 
Crawford, describing the inhabitants as "well armed, clothed and 
disciplined," instructed Jackson to call this "evil" to the attention 
of the Spanish military commander. If the Spanish failed to act, the 
United States would destroy the fort. Jackson needed no persua-
sion, and on April 8, he gave Brig. Gen. Edmund P. Gaines the 
discretion to destroy the fort, but he cautioned him to notify the 
Commandant ofPensacola, Mauricio de Zuniga, ofhis intent. Then, 
two weeks later, Jackson addressed Zuniga himself that if the fort 
was not put down, the United States would be compelled in self-
defense to destroy the fort. On June 4,Jackson received a message 
from Zuniga pleading an inability to carry out the task themselves, 
and granting the United States permission to destroy the fort. Zuniga 
even offered to assist Jackson in this effort. Gaines, however, took 
care of the task. In July, United States troops led by Col. Duncan 
Clinch laid siege to the fort. After ten days, a direct hit on a powder 
magazine caused a tremendous explosion, killing all but about forty 
of the inhabitants of the fort. 35 
Jackson's aggressive personality was also revealed in a dispute 
with the War Department that extended from 1816 into 1817. In 
the summer of 1816 the War Department instructed Maj. Stephen 
H. Long, a Topographical Engineer, to report to Washington. The 
department was only following an earlier bad precedent by not send-
ing Jackson a copy of this order. He only learned indirectly that 
Long had been pulled from his command. Jackson informed Acting 
Secretary ofWar George Graham on January 14, 1817, that this 
order was "inconsistent with all military rule, and subversive of the 
first principles of that subordination which ought, & must be main-
tained." Graham's reply was unsatisfactory: "It is distinctly to be 
understood, that this department at all times exercises the right of 
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assigning officers to the performance of Special duties, at its discre-
tion." Jackson's response was to issue a division order on April 22, 
1817, forbidding officers under his command from obeying any 
order from the War Department, unless it came through the com-
manding general of the division. 36 
Jackson, who placed such importance on subordination, thus 
countenanced Brig. Gen. Eleazer Ripley's refusal in the summer of 
1817, in conformity to his division commander's order, to obey an 
order directly from the War Department. Jackson distinctly threat-
ened retirement if his view was not upheld. Fortunately, the new 
Secretary ofWar John C. Calhoun, assuaged Jackson by promising 
not to issue any orders to his subordinates, except where the "pub-
lic interest" might require a deviation from that rule, and even in 
that case a copy would be forwarded to JacksonY It should be 
noted that Jackson did not contend for the right to contest War 
Department powers to transfer officers from one division to an-
other, but he did gain his point that when such transfers were made 
that the orders come through him. 
When the second session of the Fourteenth Congress convened, 
Acting Secretary ofWar George Graham's report, responding to the 
House resolution of April 16 for a plan for classing and arming the 
militia was awaiting them. His plan, dated December 13, 1816, would 
break the militia into three classes: a minor class, 18-21 years old; a 
junior class, ages 21-31; and the senior class, 31-45.The minor class 
would serve only within the state, the senior only in adjoining states 
and territories. Emphasis was placed on the junior class, which would 
be called to serve anywhere and would be trained in two encamp-
ments per year for one month. They would be given the same orga-
nization as the regular army, and while in encampments they would 
be placed under the orders of the president. Graham's estimate for 
training 100,000 men at regular army pay for one month was 
$173,850, and $1.5 million for one million militia. 38 
Graham's plan also included details about how the militia would 
be supplied, paid, the method of call-outs, punishments, and many 
other particulars that would have undoubtedly made the militia 
more efficient and possibly even effective. It was, however, far from 
being realistic politically. The War of 1812 hero, William Henry 
Harrison of the Committee on the Militia, reported favorably on 
Graham's plan. During the war, he argued, a great sacrifice of blood 
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and treasure could be "traced to the want of discipline in the mili-
tia." A diffusion of military spirit would be a counterpoise "to that 
inordinate desire of wealth which seems to have pervaded the whole 
nation, bringing with it habits of luxury, manners, and principles 
highly unfavorable to our republican institutions."39 
Timothy Pickering, a former secretary of war, opposed Graham's 
plan, declaring militia could never be disciplined without placing 
them on the footing of regular soldiers, an idea that had long been 
abandoned. The government, he said, should be satisfied with arm-
ing and regimenting, leaving discipline to the states. Harrison, how-
ever, persisted. On February 28, he proposed a constitutional 
amendment to enable the government to adopt a system of military 
instruction and discipline for the militia, concurrently with the states. 
He also recommended teaching military knowledge as part of the 
curriculum of every school. Congress, however, refused to take on 
the responsibility and cost of training the militia, and Harrison's 
proposal was laid on the table. 40 
The lack of interest in militia reform was in part due to the 
growing professionalism of the army as well as a developing convic-
tion in Congress that the militia was not a reliable defense force. No 
doubt, the fear of a standing army was also declining. The Albany 
Argus, in fact, declared shortly after the Act of March 3, 1815, estab-
lishing a 10,000-man force, that it represented the "predominance 
of popular feeling."41 The support for the army did not run deep, 
however. Almost as soon as the act passed there was an almost con-
stant pressure to reduce the size of the army. During the first session 
of the Fourteenth Congress, the army came under attack particu-
larly during the debate on retention of the direct tax. Benjamin 
Hardin ofKentucky was among those who asserted the taxes had to 
be maintained to support the army, and he denied any need to keep 
a large standing army. National glory, he maintained, was reducing 
the national debt and government expenses to allow people to en-
joy the fruits of their labor. 42 John Randolph agreed that retention 
of the tax was to pay for an unnecessary military establishment. 43 
Samuel S. Connor of Massachusetts, however, stated that he consid-
ered the army honorable and useful, and he lacked the confidence 
in the militia that Hardin expressed. Connor declared that he would 
never prostrate the defenses of the country. 44 Calhoun pointed out 
that the country was growing rapidly and was certain to be re-
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garded by the British "with a jealous eye," requiring the mainte-
nance of a strong army, navy, and fortifications. 45 Cyrus King, a Fed-
eralist, launched into a diatribe against the "oppressive taxes" to 
support an "overgrown, expensive" military establishment, and he 
declared he had never expected "to hear eulogies on this floor in 
favor of standing armies."46 
Nothing came out of the anti-army rhetoric in the first session. 
When a bill was introduced during the second session on January 
10, 1817, making a partial appropriation of $400,000 for subsis-
tence of the army, opposition came from surprising quarters. Henry 
Clay declared that he thought the government paid more money 
and got less military service "than any other country in the world," 
and he wanted to know whether the extraordinary expenses of the 
War Department might not be retrenched. Randolph expressed his 
pleasure at hearing "the long exploded word economy" in the House. 
He reminded the House ofhis motion in the last session to reduce 
the army. Clay responded that he did not yet think the military 
establishment ought to be destroyed. 47 The issue of army reduction 
had at least been raised, and it was the subject of considerable de-
bate during the discussion on the direct tax. 48 In the Senate a mo-
tion was made by Jeremiah Mason from New Hampshire on 
February 17, 1817, to reduce the army to 5000. He was opposed 
vigorously by James Barbour and James Brown, and Mason's mo-
tion was easily beaten back by a vote of 24-11.49 Army reduction 
continued to be an issue in subsequent years, and the anti-army 
faction finally succeeded in reducing the army to 6000 men in 1821.50 
During the Senate debate, it was argued that a 10,000-man 
navy was more efficient and cheaper than the 10,000-man army 
($4 million versus $6 million). Jeremiah Mason contended it was 
also the "most congenial to the principles of our Government." 
Both Barbour and Brown acknowledged the value of the navy, but 
they insisted that both could be supported.51 The navy was a par-
ticular favorite of both parties, and all shades of the political spec-
trum. As Cyrus King stated, "The Navy is the darling of the people. 
They will protect it."52 Not only had the American navy won glory 
in several naval engagements during the War of 1812, it had re-
cently chastised the Dey of Algeria. Consequently, there was little 
objection to President Madison's suggestion in his annual message 
of December 5, 1815, to enlarge and maintain a standing navy. 53 
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Secretary of the Navy Benjamin Crowinshield, asserted in his 
message to Congress on December 11, 1815, that a permanent na-
val establishment was "sanctioned by the voice of the nation." He 
recommended adding annually one seventy-four-gun ship-of-the-
line, two forty-four-gun frigates, and two sloops of war. The House 
Naval Affairs Committee recommended instead an annual appro-
priation of$1,000,000 for eight years, which would add nine sev-
enty-four-gun ships, twelve forty-four-gun ships, and three steam 
batteries. Instead of sloops of war, the priority should be heavy ships. 
Each seventy-four-gun ship was estimated to cost about $385,000; 
each forty-four-gun ship about $268,000, and the three steam bat-
teries about $1,000,000.54 
Congressional attitudes about the navy had already been clearly 
revealed during the debate over revenue measures. Calhoun, in ad-
dition to calling the navy "the most safe, most effectual, and the 
cheapest mode of defence," also asserted its importance in main-
taining American security in the new situation after the late war. 
His concern was that the United States was more vulnerable and 
endangered by the outcome of the War of 1812. The navies that had 
challenged Great Britain prior to the war, the French, Dutch, and 
Spanish, had been mostly destroyed and American commerce was 
more exposed to depredation. He noted that our American inter-
ests collided with only two nations, England and Spain. England 
was the most formidable power. America's growth had aroused her 
jealousy, and a future war with her was not only possible but prob-
able. 55 Randolph, while he declared that he did not object to taxes 
for national defense, was a lone voice of skepticism against a large 
navy. Building up the navy, he said, "becomes in the end nothing 
better than a great job."56 
There was little debate on the naval bill; as James Pleasants of 
Virginia, chair of the House Naval Affairs Committee said, "the 
public mind is made up on this subject." Instead, the House argued 
where the steam batteries should be located, and whether they were 
superior to ships for defense. The measure passed on April 15. The 
Senate made a minor amendment, which was agreed to by the House, 
and Madison signed the Naval Expansion Act of 1816 on April 29, 
1816.57 One historian declared this act" one of the most important 
in the legislative history of the Navy as it committed the United 
States, for the first time to a policy of building up a fleet in peace-
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time which was comparable to those of European powers." In the 
next few years nine ships-of-the-line and nine frigates were com-
pleted. The steam batteries proposed by the law were not under-
taken until the 1830s. 58 While these ships were assigned duties 
primarily to defend American commerce, eliminate piracy, and in-
terdict the slave trade, the larger navy was also a diplomatic weapon 
the United States did not hesitate to display particularly to the Spanish 
and the rebels in Latin America, which contributed to diplomatic 
successes such as the Adams-Onis treaty in 1819.59 
Although appropriations fluctuated following the Act of 1816, 
the navy came out better than the army and the executive depart-
ment. In the retrenchment in 1821, naval appropriation cuts were 
not as deep as those for the army, which was reduced to a 6000-
man force. The navy suffered only a drop of twenty-one percent in 
1821, while the army was cut by twice as much.60 This setback was 
only temporary, and by the time John Quincy Adams was elected 
president in 1824 naval appropriations were on the rise once more. 
Overall, Congress could take some pride in the military build-
up after the War of 1812. It had established a 10,000-man force 
composed of veterans from that war, and the officer corps was very 
high quality. It had also provided funding for coastal fortifications, 
and it had improved the West Point Military Academy. Finally, it 
provided for the creation of a world-class navy. Some of this can be 
attributed to the lessons learned from the War of 1812. Another 
factor was a growing nationalism and pride in the outcome of the 
war. Perhaps the most important reason, however, was a genuine 
fear of a renewed war with the British and anticipation of a possible 
conflict with Spain in the borderlands or in Latin America. 
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Chapter 9 
State Developntents 
Much was happening at the state level during 1816 that would have 
significant consequences in the future. In addition to important 
projects begun in the Middle Atlantic states to develop canals and 
roads in that region, in New England a dispute between the trustees 
and the president ofDartmouth College would eventually result in 
an momentous Supreme Court decision in 1819, and the people of 
Maine were struggling to gain statehood by separating from Massa-
chusetts, which was finally achieved in 1820.There were statehood 
movements in the South and West, as well as other issues between 
the states, including border disputes that were resolved or were 
moving to resolution in 1816. 
At Dartmouth, relations between the Board oiTrustees and Presi-
dent John Wheelock, son of the founder, Eleazar Wheelock, dete-
riorated and finally erupted in 1816.John Wheelock had become 
the president of the college in 1779, and he was accustomed to 
running the school in his own way. In time, the trustees began to 
rebel against Wheelock's tyrannical rule. Sensing he was losing con-
trol, Wheelock attempted to put down the trustees and regain au-
thority over the school. In the spring of 1815, he wrote a pamphlet, 
Sketches of the History of Dartmouth College, accusing the trustees, 
among other things, of misappropriating funds, and he followed this 
with a call to the legislature to investigate the affairs and manage-
ment of the institution. 1 
The dispute thus became a political issue. The trustees became 
identified with the Federalists, and the Republican Party supported 
Wheelock. A hearing was held before a committee appointed by 
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Governor John T. Gilman, beginning on August 16, 1815. On Au-
gust 26, the trustees, without waiting for the committee's report, 
stated their lack of confidence in Wheelock, accused him of nu-
merous improprieties, dismissed him as president of the institution, 
and stripped him of all relationship to the college .Two days later the 
trustees appointed the Rev. Francis Brown as the new president of 
Dartmouth. 2 
The Republicans, with whom Wheelock had little in common, 
made him a martyr, and the whole affair became a big political issue 
in the spring 1816 election for governor. Many Federalist friends of 
Wheelock supported the Republican candidate for governor, Wil-
liam Plumer, a former Federalist Senator who had left the party 
prior to the War of 1812 and who had served a term as governor 
during the war. 3 Plumer won the March election over his Federalist 
opponent, James Sheafe, 20,338 to 17,994. Voters also elected a 
majority Republican legislature. In his inaugural address on June 6, 
1816, Plumer immediately raised the Dartmouth College problem. 
The state, he contended, had contributed liberally to its funds. He 
characterized the 1769 charter that gave the trustees power to sup-
ply vacancies as "hostile to the spirit and genius of a free govern-
ment," and he asserted, "The college was formed for the public 
good, not for the benefit or emolument of its trustees." He recom-
mended changing the mode of their election and increasing the 
number of trustees. Further, the president of the college should 
report annually to the governor on the state of the college, which 
would act as a check upon the proceedings of the trustees and give 
the legislature information to enable them to act with greater pro-
priety upon whatever related to that institution. He called for "ma-
terial changes" in the charter, and he declared the legislature had 
the authority to act upon this subject. 4 
Plumer proudly communicated a copy ofhis message to former 
President Thomas Jefferson, who replied that it contained sound 
republican principles. "The idea that institutions established for the 
use of the nation cannot be touched or modified," Jefferson wrote, 
"because of rights gratuitously supposed in those employed to manage 
them in trust for the public ... is most absurd." The Sage of Monticello 
continued that the doctrine that preceding generations had the right to 
impose unalterable laws upon succeeding generations insinuated 
that "the earth belongs to the dead, and not to the living."5 
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The next day, June 7, Plumer sent to the legislature the investi-
gating committee report, dated April 23, 1816. The committee re-
viewed Wheelock's charges against the board and cited numerous 
documents, but it refrained from drawing any conclusions from the 
disputed facts. 6 On June 21, based on this report, a Senate commit-
tee recommended an enlarged board of trustees which would give 
more regard to public opinion and would be "less likely to transmit 
to successors those prejudices and acrimony, from which beings 
possessed ofhuman passions cannot be expected to prove exempt."7 
The House ofRepresentatives accepted the investigating com-
mittee report on June 20.A proposal was then made to change the 
name of the institution from Dartmouth College to Dartmouth 
University, raise the number of trustees from twelve to twenty-one, 
and create a board of overseers with a veto power over actions of 
the trustees. Motions to recommit and to postpone were defeated. 
An opposition motion on June 25 to request an opinion of the state 
supreme court whether the bill was consistent with the constitu-
tions of the United States and New Hampshire and whether the 
bill would "endanger or affect the title of Dartmouth College to 
any of its present funds or donations, in this, or any other state," was 
defeated, 94-88, which gave an indication of the probable outcome. 8 
After the bill passed the House, one of the members, Edmund 
Topping, gave notice that he and others would enter a protest against 
the bill. Two days later, their protest was entered into the journal of 
the House, signed by Topping and seventy-four others. They as-
serted that among the rights and privileges bestowed upon the trust-
ees by their charter was holding real and personal property, which 
had "every feature of a contract." In fact, various grants had been 
made to the trustees which would not have been made had it been 
believed the legislature could, "for political, or any other sinister 
purposes ... enlarge, diminish and modifY, at their arbitrary will and 
pleasure, the corporation of the college." Interference with the rights 
of the trustees "without judicial enquiry or proof of misconduct," 
they argued, was a violation of contract and a clear violation of the 
United States Constitution (Art. 1, Sec. 10) which declared that no 
state shall make "any law impairing the obligation of contracts." 
The protest also contended the trustees were virtually declared guilty 
of the charges ofWheelock by the law, without being heard in their 
own defense. It also asserted that the college was prospering and 
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that legislative interference was not only unnecessary but might 
endanger the future prospects of the institution, which would be-
come "subject to every change and revolution of party."9 
In the Senate, all efforts to amend and postpone were easily 
defeated, and the bill became law on June 27. 10 The legislature thus 
transformed a private college into a public institution. The Board of 
Trustees, however, refused to go along with the new law. In fact, 
they declared they would not recognize or act under its authority. 
They also denounced it as dangerous to the best interests of society; 
that it violated their rights; subjected the college to the arbitrary 
will and pleasure of the Legislature; and was unconstitutional. 11 The 
governor and his council, however, in accordance with the law, duly 
appointed nine additional trustees (making twenty-one) and twenty-
five members to the Board of Overseers. However, when Plumer 
called a meeting for August 26, in Hanover, there was no quorum 
due to the non-attendance of the original trustees, and no official 
action could be taken. 12 
When the legislature convened for its second session in No-
vember, Plumer called upon them to ponder "whether a law, passed 
and approved by all the constitutional authorities of the State, shall 
be carried into effect; or whether ... a minority of the trustees ... 
shall be encouraged to inculcate the doctrine of resistance to the 
law, and their example tolerated, in disseminating principles of in-
subordination and rebellion against government." The legislature 
responded promptly by reducing the number necessary for a quo-
rum and gave the governor authority to fill vacancies occurring on 
the board of trustees. 13 
Armed with this new authority, Governor Plumer convened 
another meeting of trustees in February 1817, and this time the 
original trustees could not prevent a quorum by staying away. Presi-
dent Brown, two professors, and three members of the original board 
were removed from office. Wheelock was restored as president, and 
the buildings were taken over by the state. The original trustees, 
however, still refused to accept the new situation. They retained the 
vast majority of the students, and they arranged for classes to meet 
in borrowed rooms off campus. Thus there was a college and a 
university operating simultaneously, a fact confirmed by the award 
ofhonorary degrees by both the college and the university to Presi-
dent James Monroe when he visited New Hampshire in the sum-
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mer of 1817. The trustees also instituted a suit against William H. 
Woodward, the college treasurer, to return the charter and other 
college records and insignia. Unfortunately for the college trustees, 
they lost their case in the New Hampshire Superior Court in No-
vember 1817. They appealed to the United States Supreme Court, 
where they were represented by one of their most distinguished 
graduates, Daniel Webster, class of 1801.14 
Webster argued the case before the Supreme Court in March 
1818, essentially that the act of the legislature was a taking of pri-
vate property. The issue was whether the college was a public insti-
tution and whether the charter was a contract protected by the 
Constitution. Chief Justice John Marshall announced the decision 
of the court on February 2, 1819. He ruled that the college was a 
private institution and that the charter was a "continuing contract 
with a continuing obligation," and was protected from invasion of 
its rights by the state legislature. 15 The case's lasting significance was 
summed up by historian John Garraty: "It confirmed the charter 
rights not only of Dartmouth College but of all private colleges. It 
protected and encouraged business corporations as well as non-
profit corporations."16 
Although they may not have liked the Supreme Court decision, 
there is no indication that New Hampshire considered rejecting 
the Marshall court's action .Virginia, however, did attempt to nullifY 
a Supreme Court case, which led to another landmark decision in 
1816.The issue was the legal status of the Fairfax estate in the North-
ern Neck ofVirginia that had lingered in the courts for a quarter of 
a century. In simplified terms, the state had seized the lands during 
the Revolution, and had disposed of a portion of the lands to David 
Hunter. The heir of the estate, claiming rights under the Treaty of 
Paris of 1783, maintained his possession and disposed of many of 
the same lands to others. ChiefJustice Marshall was closely associ-
ated with his brothers in a number oflawsuits to establish clear legal 
title to lands they had purchased from an heir to the estate. While 
they won some cases, a Virginia Court of Appeals case in 1810 af-
firmed the Hunter claim. The Marshalls appealed to the United 
States Supreme Court. In 1813, the Court, with Marshall not par-
ticipating, reversed the state court's ruling in Faiifax's Devisee v. Hunter's 
Lessee. The Virginia Court of Appeals, dominated by Judge Spencer 
Roane, refused to comply, and announced in December 1815 their 
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defiance of the decision. The basis of their argument was that the 
Supreme Court's appellate jurisdiction did not extend to the Vir-
ginia court and that Section 25 of the Judiciary Act of 1789 was 
unconstitutional. On a writ of error, the nature of the Supreme 
Court's appellate jurisdiction became the basis of the nationalistic 
decision, Martin v. Hunter's Lessee, delivered by Justice Joseph Story 
on March 20, 1816. He reaffirmed the earlier decision and asserted 
unequivocally that the Constitution gave the Supreme Court the 
power to rule on decisions of state courts. 17 
Although Story's opinion was powerfully argued, it was not 
conclusive as far as the Virginia judges and Spencer Roane were 
concerned. The issue of the Supreme Court's jurisdiction was raised 
again in 1821 on another appeal from a Virginia court, based on 
Section 25 of the Judiciary Act of 1789. The case was Co hens v. 
Virginia, a simple appeal of a conviction for selling lottery tickets 
from the District of Columbia in Virginia. Marshall, for the Court, 
ruled for the state, but not before he again affirmed the principle of 
the jurisdiction of the federal courts over state courts; otherwise the 
federal government would be prostrated "at the feet of every state 
in the Union." 18 
Citizens of Maine in 1816 were trying to gain separation from 
Massachusetts in order to gain statehood status. Maine entered the 
union as part of Massachusetts, but it was physically separated, and 
citizens of Maine believed their problems were neglected or poorly 
understood in Massachusetts. They complained that trade regula-
tions enriched Boston and hurt Maine, that they were denied ap-
propriate representation in the legislature, and that the taxes and 
fees levied by Massachusetts were inequitable and worked a hard-
ship on Maine. A movement for independence from Massachusetts 
began as early as 1785.19 
While the agitation never ceased, the War of 1812 gave an im-
petus to the movement. Maine's citizens believed their defense dur-
ing the war suffered from neglect. A Maine historian noted, "No 
event in all the previous history of the union of Massachusetts and 
Maine so blatantly revealed the extent to which the interests of 
Maine could be sacrificed to those of Massachusetts proper."20 In 
the post-war period, several new young, vigorous leaders joined 
with the acknowledged leader of the separation movement, Will-
iam King, the brother of New York Senator Rufus King. Among 
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the new leaders were Albion K. Parris, a United States Representa-
tive; William Pitt Preble, the United States District Attorney for 
Maine; and John Holmes, who was elected to Congress from Maine 
in 1816.21 
Their efforts culminated in approval by the Federalist-domi-
nated Massachusetts legislature to allow the people of Maine to vote 
on separation on May 20, 1816. An apparent motive of the Massa-
chusetts Federalists was that a separation of the mostly Republican 
Maine would strengthen their control over Massachusetts. Conversely, 
Federalists in Maine feared becoming a perpetual minority, and many 
(but not all) now opposed separation. The voter turnout in the May 
election was very light, reflecting perhaps voter indecision rather 
than any firm conviction for or against separation. While the pro-
separation forces prevailed by a margin of10,391 to 6,501,less than 
half of the nearly 38,000 eligible voted. The voting pattern gener-
ally reflected the Republican interior against the Federalist coastal 
region. Some Republican seaport towns, however, defected to the 
anti-separation side, probably because of how separation would 
affect their shipping business. Under the 1789 Coasting Law, ships 
were required to enter and clear customs houses (and pay a fee) in 
every state not contiguous to their state. Thus vessels from Maine 
could travel as far as New Jersey without stopping. Separation 
would remove that advantage, because only New Hampshire was 
contiguous. 22 
When the Massachusetts legislature met in late May 1816, the 
Maine vote result was one of the issues considered. Opponents of 
separation contended that the large number of non-voters should 
be considered an expression of opposition, while supporters sug-
gested the opposite conclusion.Ajoint committee ofboth houses, 
chaired by Harrison Gray Otis, simply concluded "that the great 
majority of the people are in a state of indifference in relation to the 
question," and that some other means of determining the sense of 
the people was necessary. If the people of Maine desired separation, 
for whatever reasons, Otis continued, it was better for mutual har-
mony to allow them to do so, but only on sound principles. The 
committee submitted a bill that was passed by both houses and 
received the approval of Governor John Brooks on June 20, 1816. 
The law provided another vote by the citizens of Maine would be 
taken on September 2 whether to separate. They would also elect 
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delegates equal to the number of representatives Maine sent to the 
Massachusetts legislature for a convention to be held on the last 
Monday in September. If the people by a five to four margin voted 
for separation, then the convention delegates were authorized to 
draw up a constitution and petition Congress for admission into 
the union. Conditions or terms for separation, such as division of 
public lands and the state debt, and other such details were included. 23 
Opponents of separation seized upon the conditions placed upon 
Maine as an additional reason for defeating the question. A conven-
tion held at Brunswick on August 1, composed of delegates from 
Cumberland, Oxford, Lincoln, and Kennebeck counties, submitted 
an address to the people of Maine raising questions about the expe-
diency of separation. They contended that Maine presently received 
many benefits from their connection with Massachusetts, but with 
separation it would not only lose these benefits, but Massachusetts 
would make as good a bargain for herself as she could. They asserted 
that setting up a government in Maine would cost $30,000, and 
running the government would force a raise in annual taxes of ap-
proximately $40,000. The expense of erecting a statehouse, a new 
prison, and other public buildings would force the state to borrow 
perhaps $150,000. Expenses would double the present taxes, and 
they asked, "Is this not paying too dear for the mere name oflnde-
pendence ?"24 
The result of the vote on September 2 seemed to support the 
argument that those who did not vote previously were opposed to 
separation.While the separation vote increased about 1600 to 12,007, 
the anti-separation vote rose dramatically by nearly 3900 to 10,382.25 
More importantly, the margin of difference did not reach the five-
ninths required by the law. When the Brunswick Convention con-
vened on September 30, it was found that the separationists held a 
slight majority of twelve out of the 188 that eventually attended. 
William King was elected president of the convention by that mar-
gin. He appointed a committee to examine the returns, with John 
Holmes as the chair. Their report was, however, largely the work of 
William Preble. It argued disingenuously that there were two ways 
of interpreting five-ninths. It was not clear to the committee that it 
meant simply the excess of one number over another. In fact, they 
concluded that the term majority applied to the votes of the towns. 
By applying that standard, they found that the aggregate majority of 
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yeas in towns in favor was 6,031 and the aggregate majority of nays 
in the towns opposed was 4,409, which of course exceeded the 
five-ninths required by the law.26 
The committee tried to gloss over the problem, stating that 
they believed any interpretation of the law should "comport with 
the public will," which they asserted "has often been decidedly and 
unequivocally expressed."They also argued that the Massachusetts 
legislature would undoubtedly "confirm this construction, or oth-
erwise, explain or modifY the law, so as to give effect to the voice of 
the majority of the people."27 The report also recommended the 
formation of a committee of five to apply to the Massachusetts 
legislature to confirm Maine as a separate state; a committee of 
twenty-five to report a constitution; and a committee of three to 
apply to Congress for statehood and, in case of separation, "to pro-
cure a law relieving coastal trade of additional embarrassment."28 
The opposition was livid at this brazen attempt to by-pass the 
law and ram statehood through the convention. Nevertheless, de-
spite their vigorous attacks upon the report, it was adopted on Oc-
tober 8 by a vote of 103-84. King, the presiding officer, then 
appointed the designated committees, and the convention adjourned 
on October 9. The anti-separation forces, however, appended a pro-
test to the proceedings of the convention. Signed by seventy-two 
members, the dissenters asserted that since the result of the election 
plainly did not meet the requirement of a majority of five to four, 
nothing remained to be done by the convention. Any further action 
taken by the convention should be considered as "a usurpation ... 
mistaken in principle, and dangerous in their tendency, and if effec-
tuated, will be subversive of the liberties of the citizens."29 
Anti-separation newspapers heaped scorn on the Brunswick 
Convention report. The Massachusetts legislature formed another 
joint committee, again chaired by Harrison Gray Otis, which re-
ported on November 16 that "the Convention have misconstrued 
the act by which their powers were defined." They rejected the 
specious reasoning of the report, declaring that it was self-evident 
the terms of the law were not met and, consequently, that the pow-
ers of the convention were at an end. While the majority vote in 
favor of separation appeared to reflect a disposition for separation, it 
was by no means conclusive. They noted the committee had not 
recommended the five-ninths majority and that it had been added 
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in the legislature "with the full approbation and consent of the 
advocates of separation." Moreover, from the results of the two votes 
in May and September, it did not appear that the tide in favor of 
separation had been greatly augmented. No prejudice could arise 
from delay, they asserted, and they declared it was inexpedient "to 
adopt any further measures in regard to the separation of the Dis-
trict of Maine."30 
The Massachusetts legislature approved on December 4, 1816, 
and the separation movement was temporarily thwarted. For a time 
the movement languished. Not until December 1818 did the advo-
cates again muster enough interest to renew their call for separa-
tion.Their effort was aided by the support ofRufus King in Congress, 
who got a revision of the coasting law permitting coasting vessels to 
pass from Maine to Georgia without entering or clearing. This law, 
and William King's promise to the Federalists that he would share 
one third of the appointments in the new government, removed 
the last obstacles to separation. In June 1819, the Massachusetts leg-
islature passed another law authorizing a vote on separation that 
followed closely the terms of the 1816 law. The vote on July 26, 
1819, gave an overwhelming victory to the separationists, 17,091 to 
7, 132. The state constitution was drawn up in October. Maine's 
petition for statehood got entangled in the Missouri controversy, 
but it was finally admitted as the twenty-third state on March 15, 
1820.31 
Both the Dartmouth College case and the Maine statehood 
movement reflected the growing maturity of the nation. New 
Hampshire's attempt to "republicanize" an educational institution 
in their state may have been well intentioned, but it was misguided, 
and the United States Supreme Court had the courage to challenge 
state authority and establish an important precedent regarding the 
sanctity of contracts. The Maine statehood movement culminated 
successfully because the legislature of Massachusetts was willing to 
accept gracefully the loss of a considerable portion of the state's 
territory, but only after the people of the District of Maine were 
able to show clearly their disposition to separate. 
Despite the apprehension of many Americans, the rapid growth 
of the West in the post-War of 1812 era led to two statehood move-
ments in the western territories by 1816. The petition for Indiana 
statehood was acted upon affirmatively, while the request of the 
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Mississippi Territory, which was also asking for statehood, was put 
off. In fact, the Indiana petition was more advanced. They had con-
ducted a census and sent a certified statement to Congress showing 
their population exceeded the required 60,000.The Mississippi Ter-
ritory had not done so. A House committee reported on December 
29, 1815, that they had no clear idea of the population of the Mis-
sissippi Territory. William Lattimore, the territorial delegate, con-
firmed that four years earlier" a small minority" of the lower house 
of the territorial legislature had opposed the statehood movement 
and that about a year later, "a considerable number of the people 
themselves petitioned that all proceedings in Congress on the sub-
ject might be postponed." He now believed there was strong sup-
port for statehood, and he asked that a census be conducted to 
confirm the population requirement had been met by the terri-
tory.32 
The Indiana enabling bill passed the House overwhelmingly, 
108 to 3, on March 30, while the Mississippi petition was recom-
mitted by a 70 to 53 vote.33 Concerns were raised about the size of 
the Mississippi Territory (which included present-day states of Ala-
bama and Mississippi), and many believed it should be divided into 
two parts. Slavery does not appear to have been an issue at this time, 
although undoubtedly Southern supporters understood that divi-
sion of the territory into two states would enhance the Southern 
position in the United States Senate. In the Senate the two petitions 
followed a similar path. A census was called for in the Mississippi 
Territory to distinguish the numbers of inhabitants on the east and 
west sides of the Tombigbee River. The Senate postponed the Mis-
sissippi statehood bill on April 25.34 
The Indiana statehood bill from the House was approved by the 
Senate onApril13, with amendments, which were accepted by the 
House two days later. President Madison signed the enabling bill on 
April 19. A constitutional convention met at Corydon on June 10 
and the state constitution was proclaimed to the people on June 
29.35 When the second session of the Fourteenth Congress met, the 
Senate immediately took up Indiana statehood on December 2. 
The House received a resolution from the Senate on December 6 
on admitting Indiana. In committee of the whole on December 9, 
some members criticized the unseemly haste, but the state constitu-
tion was read, approved, and passed unanimously. Formal admission 
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of Indiana as the nineteenth state was approved by Congress on 
December 11, 1816. William Hendricks took his seat in the House 
that same day, and the following day the credentials of James Noble 
and Waller Taylor were read, an oath was administered, and they 
took their seats in the Senate. 36 
The Mississippi statehood movement was also taken up in the 
second session. William Lattimore reported an enabling bill on De-
cember 23, 1816, to form a state constitution and seek admission 
into statehood. His report included a breakdown of the territory's 
population: 45,085 whites, 356 free blacks, and 30,061 slaves, a total 
o£75,512. His bill would divide the territory and admit the western 
· half. On December 30, a legislative petition from the territory was 
presented to the House accepting a division of the territory and 
praying admission.37 One complication arose, however. Israel Pickens 
of North Carolina submitted a petition on January 9, 1817, from a 
convention of fifteen counties in the Mississippi Territory praying 
that the territory not be divided but admitted as a state with its 
present limits. Eight days later he delivered a report to the House 
sustaining this position. 38 
In fact, there was sentiment in the territory against division, but 
there was also support for division of the territory into two states. 
An anonymous address to the people of the territory on December 
4,1815, by"Tempus Nunc," argued that with nearly 100,000 square 
miles, the territory was much larger than even the largest state,Vir-
ginia, which had about 71,000 square miles. The time was now, he 
asserted, to achieve statehood for the western section of the terri-
tory. Although he denied any sectional feeling, he noted that the 
North was about to increase its influence, with Indiana, Maine, and 
Illinois soon to become states. By dividing the territory into two 
states, the people would have an equal number of representatives in 
Congress but double the number of senators and electors for presi-
dent.39 
In the meantime, the Senate had been working on its own bill. 
Charles Tait of Georgia introduced a bill on January 17, 1817, to 
enable the western part of the Mississippi Territory to form a con-
stitution and seek statehood. At the same time he presented another 
bill to organize the eastern part into a separate territorial govern-
ment. The statehood bill was amended slightly in the committee of 
the whole and then was passed by the Senate on January 31, 1817, 
State Developments 163 
by a two to one margin.40 The Senate bill was received by the House 
that same day, but it did not act on the bill until February 24, 1817. 
A motion by Pickens to strike and insert admission of the whole 
territory was rejected, as was an attempt by John WTaylor to post-
pone the whole bill indefinitely. The House approved the statehood 
bill on February 26, 1817, and the Senate approved the bill the next 
day. Mississippi was officially admitted on March 1, 1817.41 
State boundaries during this period were in many cases still in 
dispute. One example was the line between North and South Caro-
lina. On December 9, 1815, Governor William Miller of North 
Carolina informed his legislature that a line had been run and ac-
cepted by representatives of the two states, which if approved, would 
"put an end to this long subsisting difference."The enclosed report 
detailed the work of three representatives from North Carolina, 
Thomas Love, Montfort Stokes, and John Patton, with South Caro-
lina representatives,Joseph Blythe,John Blasingame, and George W 
Earle, who met and approved the new line drawn by surveyors Ross 
Alexander for North Carolina and George Salmon for South Caro-
lina. Adjustments were made "in the spirit of reciprocal accommo-
dation" to the 1772 line and the Cherokee line run in 1797 which 
left all the waters of the Saluda River within the state of South 
Carolina and the Greene River in North Carolina.42 The new bound-
ary line was approved by both houses by December 20, 1815.43 
A similar boundary dispute existed between Kentucky and Ten-
nessee. A communication from Kentucky Governor Isaac Shelby 
informed his legislature on December 22, 1815, that Tennessee had 
passed a law to establish and settle the boundary between the two 
states, and they wanted Kentucky to pass a similar law. The Tennes-
see law stated that the so-called Walker line should be established as 
the official line. On January 4, 1816, a report from Secretary of State 
Martin D. Hardin detailed the history of the boundary dispute. The 
legislature ofVirginia had, on December 7, 1791, while Kentucky 
was still part of that state, established the Walker line as the bound-
ary between Virginia and North Carolina. However, North Caro-
lina had, prior to the Virginia Act, ceded sovereignty of the area to 
the United States. Kentucky and Tennessee both took the position 
that the Virginia law was not conclusive nor binding on either state. 
Moreover, the boundary between Virginia and Tennessee had been 
adjusted since the latter had become a state. The Kentucky legisla-
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ture authorized commissioners to run a line with Tennessee in 1801, 
but nothing was done. In 1803, Tennessee passed a similar law, but 
this time Kentucky did not follow up. In February 1812, the Ken-
tucky legislature again authorized the appointment of commission-
ers to determine where the line should run, and they declared that 
ifTennessee failed to cooperate, they would run the line themselves. 
No response came from Tennessee, but no commissioners were ap-
pointed by Kentucky, and again nothing was done. In late 1812, 
however, a letter from Tennessee Governor Willie Blount declared 
the Walker line was to be the boundary line of the state, and the 
state had authorized commissioners to adjust and establish parts of 
the line that had not been run and marked. At the next session of 
the Kentucky legislature, they passed a law that directed the gover-
nor to communicate to Tennessee that Kentucky was determined 
to adhere to the principles of their law ofFebruary 1812, and they 
asked Tennessee to recognize these principles and adopt measures 
to carry them into effect. The letter was forwarded on March 30, 
1813, but no answer was received from Tennessee, and that was the 
situation at the beginning of 1816.44 
Hardin explained that a fire in the Capitol in 1813 had de-
stroyed many of the documents relating to this matter, but he was 
able to include some. One document, forwarded to the governor of 
Kentucky by Col. Arthur Campbell ofVirginia, dated December 
1806, was a certificate or statement from Capt. Meriwether Lewis 
after his return from the Pacific, giving his observations and calcu-
lations on Walker's line at Walling's, about two miles from the 
Cumberland Gap on November 23, 1806, taken by instruments he 
had used on that exploration. By Lewis's observations, Walker's line 
was nine miles and one thousand and seventy-seven yards north of 
the 36° 30' line. Another document related another survey taken as 
a result of a lawsuit over a tract of land about two miles south of 
Walker's line. That report stated that the land in dispute lay north of 
the 36°30' line, but it did not give a distance. 45 
A select committee of the Kentucky House reported on Janu-
ary 13, 1816, that it was their opinion that a law should be passed to 
establish Walker's line as the boundary between the two states. Also, 
commissioners should be appointed to run and remark the line, on 
condition that Tennessee "will guarantee the title to the claimants 
to all the land which may be included within the chartered limits of 
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the state of Kentucky, and south ofWalker's line; granted, either by 
the state ofVirginia or Kentucky." Further, Kentucky would guar-
antee all claims granted by North Carolina or Virginia, lying within 
the charter limits ofTennessee and north ofWalker's line. The House 
amended the report to read,"on condition thatTennessee will com-
pensate Kentucky for the land within the chartered limits of Ken-
tucky and South of the Walker's line." Commissioners would fix 
the quantity and value of the land. 46 
On January 22, the boundary resolution was further amended 
to reflect more precision. A statement was attached to the end of 
the resolution that the true chartered line should be ascertained and 
from that point where the Walker line struck the Tennessee River, 
"a line at right angles to the said reputed line shall be ascertained 
and marked to the chartered line between the two states, and with 
the said true chartered line to the Mississippi River."47 The Senate 
made some minor amendments, which the House concurred in 
and passed the bill on February 9. Governor Shelby signed it into 
law the next day. 48 
The boundary issue was far from being resolved. Tennessee passed 
a law the following year accepting the Walker Line as far as it had 
been run and called upon Kentucky to agree to a commissioner 
appointed by the president to draw the line to the Tennessee River. 
They tried again in 1819 calling upon Kentucky to appoint two 
commissioners to join with two from Tennessee to ascertain the 
boundary. Consequently, John J. Crittenden and Robert Trimble 
were appointed by Kentucky, and Tennessee designated Felix Grundy 
and William L. Brown. They agreed to the Walker Line to the Ten-
nessee River, thence up the river to the Alexander and Munsell line 
laid out by Kentucky in 1819, and from there to the Mississippi 
River. This was approved by a convention of the two states on Feb-
ruary 2, 1820. Congress gave their approval to this compact by a 
resolution approved on May 12, 1820.49 The boundary line, how-
ever, continued to elude the two states. There was another attempt 
to more clearly delineate the line in the 1840s, and again in 1858 a 
joint commission of the two states attempted to run and re-mark 
the state line, which was certified in 1860. Further adjustments were 
made in the 1870s.50 
Settlement of state boundaries reflected general good will and 
reciprocal concession on the part of state authorities. Potentially 
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divisive, these issues were handled by the states without the inter-
vention of the federal government. It was also an acknowledgment 
that the matter ofboundaries was essentially who was to administer 
certain real estate rather than a question of sovereignty over the soil. 
It reflected the sense that each state and the people of that state 
were a part of a larger whole, and it did not make a whole lot of 
difference whether certain people were administered by one unit 
or another. 
Other matters that gained increasing attention in the post-war 
years were the issues of franchise reform and democratic represen-
tation.As population stretched westward, the newly-settled regions 
lagged behind in gaining representation in the state legislatures. While 
Americans saw this growth in the West with pride, there was some 
apprehension in the East as well by those who feared the increasing 
power of the West politically. One such case was in Virginia. Beyond 
the Blue Ridge Mountains in the Shenandoah Valley, most of the 
settlers had small land holdings and few slaves. The eastern, slave-
holding region maintained its dominance in the legislature, despite a 
growing population base in the western part of the state. There was 
also a divergence in interests as well, and the westerners believed their 
needs were being sacrificed to the concerns of the eastern portion of 
the state. Increasingly, they demanded their proportionate share of 
representation in the legislature. Also tied in with this movement 
was a demand for the extension of suffrage to all adult white males. 
While there was a general consensus that increasing representation 
was necessary, some of these reformers were more ambivalent about 
the suffrage. 
When the Virginia House refused to call a convention to con-
sider these matters in the spring of 1816, a movement began, led by 
Chapman Johnson and Henry St. George Tucker, to call a conven-
tion to meet in August 1816 in Staunton. Sixty-nine delegates at-
tended from thirty-six counties, including a dozen from the eastern 
part. Federalists dominated the convention, which met on August 
19, but some Republicans also attended. Gen. James Breckinridge, a 
Federalist congressman, was elected president of the convention, 
which also included several prominent members, such as congress-
men William A. Burwell, Henry St. George Tucker, and Daniel 
Sheffey. The focus of the convention was to protest the inequality of 
representation in both houses of the Virginia Assembly. The meet-
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ing adopted a memorial, approved 61-7, which cited the fact that a 
little over one-third of the white population lived on the east side 
of the mountains, but they retained a majority in the House. The 
inequity in the Senate was even worse; the western region had only 
four senators to thirteen for the eastern region. The memorial asked 
the General Assembly to call a constitutional convention to amend 
the Virginia constitution. Interestingly, the convention report also 
included a protest by the minority, signed by six members, includ-
ing Gen. Breckinridge. They believed the inequality of representa-
tion was "a political wrong, and a practical evil which ought to be 
corrected," but they did not desire an open-ended constitutional 
convention that would" commit the whole constitution, with all its 
consecrated principles, to untried hands."51 
This fear that the convention might also approve universal man-
hood suffrage was best reflected by Archibald Stuart, a prominent 
state politician who supported equality of representation, but who 
worried that it might enfranchise all adult white males. "Experi-
ence has taught us," he wrote, "how even free holders who are in a 
state of dependence may be influenced to commit foolish acts; what 
then might be expected if the idle and vicious & worthless are to 
have an agency in carrying on our government?"52 
The Virginia House responded partially to the Staunton Con-
vention by increasing the number of Senators from the Western 
region from five to nine, but the East also gained two (to fifteen). 
The House also approved, in January 1817, a popular referendum 
on whether to call a constitutional convention not only to redistrict 
the state, but also to extend the franchise. It was, however, defeated 
in the Senate. The reform movement languished for a time. In 1825 
the Senate again blocked a House-passed convention bill, which 
led to another meeting being held in Staunton in July 1825. It was 
not until 1829 that the Virginia Constitution was thoroughly re-
vised to reflect the demands of western Virginia. 53 The meeting in 
Staunton in 1816 thus initiated a train of events that eventually 
brought about a reform ofboth representation and the franchise in 
Virginia. 
The developments in Virginia were part of a broader movement 
taking place elsewhere.While most of the disputes reflected a back-
country versus seaboard split, Maryland had an urban versus rural 
controversy. Representation in the House of Delegates was based 
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on county vote, and each county elected four members, regardless 
of population. Baltimore city and county, with a population of over 
65,000, and so staunchly Republican that Federalists seldom both-
ered even to propose candidates there, elected only six members to 
the House of Delegates, while six small Federalist counties whose 
total population was slightly less than 43,000, elected twenty-four. 
Hezekiah Niles calculated that while Baltimore city and county 
had one-third of the population of the state, it had only one-thir-
teenth of the legislative representation. 54 Federalists, by virtue of 
their dominance in the rural areas, were able to capture control of 
both houses of the legislature in 1816 and elect a Federalist gover-
nor, and they blocked the Republican attempt to alter the mode of 
representation. Obviously, the Federalists feared that increasing the 
state's representation for more populous areas would give Baltimore 
greater control over the government. 55 Their newspapers frequently 
reminded Marylanders that Baltimore was composed of" every sort 
of foreigner." 56 The latter statement was, no doubt, an oblique ref-
erence to another Republican measure introduced in this same ses-
sion, the so-called "Jew Bill," that was an attempt to alter the sections 
of the state constitution which established a religious test as a quali-
fication for civil office. Maryland was the last state to have such a 
law, and the failure to pass the law generated considerable adverse 
publicity. The issue surfaced again and again until its passage in 1826.57 
Similar efforts were being made by politicians to liberalize the 
franchise in other Atlantic seaboard states, which resulted in several 
new state constitutions being written in the 1820s, such as Massa-
chusetts (1820-1821) and New York (1821), which democratized 
the franchise. 58 The new constitutions of the recently admitted states 
in the West all provided for universal manhood suffrage. The conse-
quences of these reforms helped to launch the so-called "Age of 
the Common Man." Another result of this increasing responsibility 
for their own governance was an growing public interest not only 
in crime, but in the psychology of the criminal and the appropri-
ateness ofhis or her punishment, particularly the death penalty. The 
nationalistic "Era of Good Feelings" reinforced the importance of 
compliance with community standards of conduct, moral as well as 
legal, but it also reflected a growing humanitarian concern with the 
governmental moral stance implied in criminal sentencing. 
Chapter 10 
Critne and Punishtnent 
The year 1816 had its share of crime, murder, depravity, and all 
forms of vile manifestations of man's inhumanity to his fellow man. 
Most such acts perhaps rose to public attention briefly and in a 
transitory way. A few events, however, not necessarily the worst, 
attracted and held public attention for prolonged periods. Ameri-
can responses to crime and its punishment led to a consideration of 
its causes and began tenuous movements towards correcting those 
causes as well as reconsidering the treatment of criminals. 
Perhaps the most sensational trial of the year was the case of 
Richard Smith for the murder of Captain John Carson. The public 
was, no doubt, fascinated by the circumstances of this event. Central 
to this story is Ann Carson, the wife of John Carson, who was also 
the wife of Richard Smith. Deserted by her husband in February 
1812,Ann met Richard Smith on October 14, 1815. Believing she 
was a widow after receiving a report from a sailor that John Carson 
was dead,Ann accepted Smith's proposal and they were married the 
next day.Ann and Richard apparently lived happily until John Carson 
arrived in Philadelphia in January 1816 to learn that his wife was 
living with another man. 
The intersection of the lives of these two men eventually re-
sulted in a tragedy.John Carson, the victim, was born on July 10, 
1778, in Edinburgh, Scotland, the eldest son of an American physi-
cian then visiting Scotland. As a young man, Carson studied medi-
cine, but he gave up that study for the sea and entered the United 
States naval service. He served under Commodore Stephen Decatur 
and later under Thomas Baker on the Delaware. Carson afterwards 
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married Baker's daughter Ann in 1801, and he soon left the navy for 
the merchant service. Eventually, he commanded ships such as the 
brig Ohio and another ship, the Pennsylvania Packet, engaged in the 
East India and China trade. Unfortunately, Carson became an alco-
holic, which ruined his naval career, wrecked his marriage, and led 
him to desert his family and go to Edinburgh, where his mother 
then lived. 1 
Ann struggled without the support ofher husband. She rented 
a house in her own name and legally gained the status to hold 
property independent of her husband, to be sued, and to be impris-
oned for debt. For a time she was actually confined in a debtor's 
apartment. At the time of these events she was renting a house at 
the corner of Dock and Second Streets for $500 per year. On the 
first floor she ran a shop selling china and other items. Living quar-
ters were on the upper floors. 2 
Richard Smith was born in Sligo, Ireland, in 1793. Shortly there-
after his father died. His mother remarried and emigrated to the 
United States when Richard was three. At the age of seven he was 
placed under the care of his uncle, the prominent New Orleans 
businessman, Daniel Clark. Despite Clark's efforts to fit him out for 
a mercantile career, Smith rebelled, and by his own account "gave 
loose to dissipation." The declaration of war in 1812 found Smith 
"anxious to be released from the golden prison in which I consid-
ered myself confined," and he broke the "golden chains which bound 
me to the mansions of my adopted parent."3 
Smith headed for Washington, D.C., and there, through the aus-
pices of Louisiana Senator James Brown, Smith applied for and was 
granted an appointment as a lieutenant in the United States Army 
in May 1813. He served creditably during the War of 1812, first 
under Gen. Jacob Brown and then under Col. James Miller. During 
the trial, Col. James R. Mullany testified that Smith was "an active, 
intelligent, and useful officer."4 
When the war ended, Smith had few prospects. His uncle had 
died, leaving nothing to Smith, who had no profession or close 
friends. He gravitated to Philadelphia where he met Ann Carson. 
Her independent means was obviously an attraction, but there is no 
doubt that Smith fell deeply in love with her. Ann's relatives visited 
them frequently and Smith believed they accepted the marriage. 
Ann's mother,Jane Baker, was at first friendly to the couple, but a 
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dispute over a "pecuniary matter" caused a rift between her and 
Smith, and according to him she became his bitter enemy. 5 
The validity of the Smith marriage was raised during the trial. 
The defense cited a Pennsylvania law (March 13, 1785), which stated 
that when a man left his family for more than two years, his wife 
might remarry based upon reports "apparently well grounded" of 
her husband's death. If the husband subsequently returned, she was 
not guilty of adultery. The law provided the first husband might 
insist on having his wife back or divorce her within six months of 
his return. 6 In fact, Carson's first action upon his return to Philadel-
phia after learning of his wife's marriage to Smith, was to file for 
divorce on January 15, even before he ever called upon Ann. The 
defense contended that by this action Carson lost all legal right to 
Mrs. Carson and to any property she had acquired.7 
Carson, however, soon changed his mind. The next day, January 
16, 1816, he came to the Smith house. He appeared to be friendly 
and ate and drank with them. Carson became outraged, however, 
when he saw Smith giving directions to his children; he seized a 
knife and attempted to stab Smith, cutting his coat. Smith held him 
off while Ann tried to intervene and calm Carson. This only an-
gered Carson more, and he grabbed a second knife, forcing Smith 
to flee from the house. As a consequence, Smith procured a pair of 
pistols from an acquaintance, and he also took out a warrant. At the 
hearing on the eighteenth, Carson was bound over to keep the 
peace and was required to post a bond of$500.8 
On the fateful evening of January 20, however, John Carson 
appeared at the Smith house stating he intended to take possession. 
Smith went a friend's house, and Ann, learning that Carson would 
insist upon his connubial rights, also departed. Captain and Mrs. 
Baker were called to the house by Carson to witness his assertion of 
his rights to the property. 9 
About 10 p.m.,Ann and Richard went to ].B. Smith's house. He 
was a friend and an attorney who had advised Smith earlier and 
had, in fact, loaned him the two pistols for his self-defense. Ann 
brought one of these pistols with her and laid it on the table. Smith 
took it, unloaded it, and put it away, perhaps fearing some trouble 
might arise. Eventually, Ann and Richard decided to return to their 
home. She went upstairs to the parlor where Carson and Captain 
and Mrs. Baker were waiting. Smith went to the bedroom to re-
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trieve the second pistol. When he entered the parlor, Mrs. Baker, 
who had denounced Ann, turned on him. Carson ordered S]llith 
out of the house. Witnesses generally agreed Carson approached 
him, showing open palms suggesting that he had no weapon. 10 
Carson forced him into a corner. Smith had entered the room with 
his right hand concealed on his breast under his surtout coat. At this 
point he withdrew it, revealing a pistol, which he now aimed at 
Carson's face and shot him. 11 The ball passed through Carson's mouth, 
breaking off two teeth. The ball did not hit his tongue, but "the 
powder, from the proximity of the pistol, burnt and slit it in so 
shocking a manner, as to render his words for sometime almost 
unintelligible." 12 Richard threw down the pistol, which Baker de-
scribed as a "horse pistol," about fifteen inches long, and ran out of 
the room. Captain Baker pursued and caught him as he stumbled 
and fell out the front door and into the street. A watchman assisted 
in restraining him. 13 
A physician was called who wished to sew up Carson's tongue, 
but he refused. Carson also suffered gun powder burns. Particles of 
charcoal were driven into his face. The wounds did not at first seem 
alarming but, after a week, he grew progressively worse. Through-
out, Carson steadfastly denounced Smith. The dying victim declared 
that Smith "had come like an assassin, and shot him like a coward." 
Carson died on February 4, 1816, at about 11 a.m. of an "inflam-
mation of the brain." 14 
Carson's death created a sensation in Philadelphia. Public opin-
ion was quickly inflamed against Smith. During the trial, defense 
attorneys stated that the "public mind has been irritated to an un-
exampled extent," which had infected them "with an unheard 
malignity." The prisoner, they asserted, "should not be tried in the 
pulpits or the beer-houses." 15 Smith was arraigned for murder, and 
the trial began at 10 a.m. on Thursday, May 23, before a hostile 
audience. Judge Jacob Rush presided. Jared Ingersoll, the attorney 
general, presented the prosecution case. A distinguished battery of 
defense lawyers represented Smith, headed by William Rawle. Smith 
and Ann were tried separately; Smith first. 16 
The prosecution argued that this was a wilful murder; a deliber-
ate and malicious act.These charges carried the implication of capi-
tal punishment, for in Pennsylvania only first-degree murder was 
punishable by death. 17 Richard's lawyers stressed self-defense and 
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cited repeatedly his forbearance in the face of provocation by Carson, 
even attempted assassination. 18 Carson's actions, they asserted," drew 
upon himself the fatal wound." 19 It was suggested that had Smith 
not acted, "in all probability, Carson would now be on trial."20 
Attorney General Ingersoll reiterated that Smith's actions were 
intentional. In no way could the killing be considered, ''justified, 
excused, or even extenuated." It was "deliberate, and premeditated."21 
He asked, "If he did not intend murder, why did he come into the 
room?" "No person in the room heard him cock the pistol." Show-
ing his pistol only at the last moment to prevent Carson's retreating 
showed the more malice. 22 
If there had been any doubt in the jury's minds, they were un-
doubtedly erased by Judge Rush's charge to the jury on the after-
noon ofTuesday, May 28. Ann, he said, was guilty of adultery and 
Smith had no rights. Carson had an undoubted right to take posses-
sion of the house and goods, and Smith was the intruder. Also, kill-
ing Carson in the act of making a peaceable demand was "in every 
principle of law, murder in the first degree."23 He denied that self-
defense was applicable and characterized Smith's act as "premedi-
tated violence," and an "assassination."24 The jury retired at five 
p.m. and returned at nine to deliver the verdict: "wilful murder."25 
On Saturday,June 1, at 7 a.m.,Judge Rush asked why the sen-
tence of death should not be passed. Defense objections of public 
prejudice, Rush's conduct of the trial, and his charge to the jury, 
particularly not informing the jury that they could find Smith guilty 
of murder in the second degree, were quickly dismissed by Rush. 26 
Judge Rush then addressed Smith and told him "to prepare for the 
change in your mode of existence," and he sentenced Smith to be 
hanged. 27 
In the interim period, Ann was brought to trial as an accessory 
to murder on Wednesday, May 29, at 10 a.m. After jury selection, 
testimony was heard. Much of the evidence was exculpatory, and 
Attorney General Ingersoll, after remarking that he believed she 
had committed crimes, declared, "I do not think the evidence on 
the part of the prosecution, is such as will justify me in urging her 
conviction."28 Judge Rush then charged the jury that although Ann 
was certainly "a bad woman," the proper verdict was for acquittal. 
The jury, without retiring, returned a verdict of not guilty. 29 
During his confinement, Smith accepted his fate. How he felt 
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about Ann is unclear. A "Confession," penned in prison, laid much 
of the blame on her, "the cause of my present misery." He called 
Ann an" evil woman ... versed in all the wiles and machinations of 
that diabolical spirit which possessed the heart of the first of her 
race, and caused the fall of mankind."30 His "Confession" was, how-
ever, likely designed to please the public. He asked for "a little char-
ity ... which they have hitherto denied me," and he hoped his 
unhappy fate might influence youth to "avoid those temptations 
which have beset me, and the commission of vices which inevitably 
lead to the blackest crimes."31 
It is more likely his true feelings were expressed in a letter pub-
lished in the Philadelphia True American, on August 4, 1816. "It is 
true, my Dear Ann, I did refuse to see you. I could not; indeed I 
could not. Dear as you are to me the sight would have opened anew 
the flood gates of sorrow to have drowned my soul. I have firmness 
enough to die-but not to meet you, and oh Heavens, to part with 
you! no-no-no-let me learn to forget the world and its joys, for 
they are mine no longer." He added, "I loved you-loved you to 
distraction ... but another came and claimed you. He would have 
torn our hearts asunder. He would have rent the dove from its mate . 
. . . Furious passions raged in my breast. I saw you and happiness 
torn from me by the hand of a stranger, and 0 in my delirium, I 
slew him." He asserted again that his act was not premeditated, "in 
a moment of phrenzy-madness and despair, I did the rash-the 
dreadful deed."32 
When the time came, Smith thanked his keepers at the prison 
for their kindness. A little after 10 a.m. on August 10, 1816, he 
ascended out of the west gate of the prison. He was accompanied 
by a clergyman, the Rev. Mr. Hurley, the Sheriff and Coroner and 
their several officers, constables and watchmen of the City and 
County of Philadelphia. His cart was driven by the executioner, a 
black man. Smith was accompanied in the wagon by Rev. Hurley 
and, due to the excessive heat of the day, a gentleman rode in the 
cart with them and held an umbrella to shield them from the rays of 
the sun. An immense crowd, reportedly "surpassing anything ever 
exhibited before in the city of Philadelphia upon the like occa-
sion," witnessed the mile and a half procession. Despite the preju-
dices formerly expressed against Richard Smith, the crowd was 
solemn and "no occurrence of indecorum towards him took place."33 
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The entourage proceeded to the place of execution at North 
West Public Square. Smith and Rev. Hurley spent another fifteen 
minutes in prayer. Some of Smith's friends gathered around him 
and "grasped him by the hand for the last time."34 The length of 
confinement had left him weak and debilitated, and he had to be 
assisted to the gallows. Smith "appeared cool, calm, collected, and 
resigned," but there is no report that he addressed the assembled 
crowd, as was the usual custom. Between the hours of eleven and 
twelve, Richard Smith "was launched into eternity ... amidst the 
tears and sighs of thousands."35 
The hanging ofRichard Smith was not the only such event to 
attract widespread public attention in 1816.The case ofPeter Lung, 
a common laborer, was another. Lung was born in Middletown, 
Connecticut, on July 9, 17 68, and he had lived there most of his life. 
His wife, Lucy Kelley, had borne him nine children. Unfortunately, 
in his later years, Lung became an alcoholic, had a hard time keep-
ing a job, and became abusive towards his wife. His wife was also 
frequently intemperate. On July 30, 1815, a quarrel between Lucy 
and Peter resulted in her being beaten and kicked in the side. This 
blow apparently led to her death on the next day. 36 
Lung admitted he "was in the most violent rage, and did not 
govern my passions as I ought to have done."37 He also said that in 
his drunken rages he used threats against his wife, but "in my cool 
moments I never harboured any ill-will towards my wife."38 The 
next morning, on July 31, Lucy was bruised, her eyes were swollen, 
and she complained about the pain in her side. Peter apologized 
and tried to make it up to her, but Lucy wanted more to drink, so 
Peter procured some for her. That evening, she refused to go to bed 
with him, and by his account he slept through the night. When he 
awoke, he found her slumped in a rocking chair, dead. Peter went to 
the eldest son, Joseph, who recounted finding his mother during 
the night on the floor "beating her head against the hearth as hard 
as she could." He tried to lay her on the bed, but she got up and 
flung herself on the hearth again. The second time, Lucy struck 
Joseph very hard on the face, and he left her alone. Joseph stated 
that he had tried to awake his father, but he was unable to do so. 39 
A jury inquest cited Peter for murder. A special court was con-
vened on Tuesday, August 29. The trial concluded on Friday, Sep-
tember 1, and Lung was found guilty. He was sentenced to be hanged 
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on November 23. Lung, however, appealed to the legislature on 
grounds that the Chief Judge of the Superior Court, Zephaniah 
Swift, had no power to call a special court or to direct the clerk to 
summon a grand jury. He complained of the suddenness of the trial, 
his lack of time to prepare his defense, and some irregularities. The 
legislature was sympathetic. They did not grant a pardon, but they 
annulled the judgment, stopped the execution, and directed that 
Lung be indicted and tried as if no judgment had been rendered 
against him. 40 
Judge Swift denounced the legislative action. He alleged the 
legislature was influenced by public passions on Lung's behalf. They 
could not justifY a pardon; but bestowed "a special favour on a man 
convicted of murder on unquestionable evidence," and unjustly 
imputed a criminal act to him. He questioned the constitutionality 
of the legislature's action and asserted they showed more compas-
sion for criminals than judges. "This was a petition for pardon, trans-
formed by the Assembly into a petition for a new trial." The 
legislature was not the proper place to hear arguments over error. 
The power assumed by the Assembly, "will give them a discretion-
ary right to interpose in all cases decided by courts oflaw. It will 
break down the judiciary, and destroy the system of jurisprudence 
... if they can annul and vacate one judgment, they can all."41 
Nevertheless, the entire process was started all over again. Lung 
was again indicted on December 19, and the trial began that after-
noon and continued for three days. On Saturday, December 23, the 
jury found Lung guilty of murder, and he was sentenced to be ex-
ecuted. The date set for the execution was June 20, 1816, be-
tween ten and four o' dock. Lung renewed his appeal to the legislature 
for mercy, but they refused to act. 42 
During the period of confinement before his execution, Lung 
was visited frequently by ministers and private Christians, but he 
gave no evidence of repentance, remorse, or emotion. He did, how-
ever, write a series of letters to his in-laws and his family, which 
were published. To his wife's mother, who testified against him at 
the trial, and who Lung characterized as "One of my most bitter 
enemies," he declared he forgave her and said that he would "go to 
death and judgment, with a firm persuasion that I have been most 
unjustly accused and condemned. " 43 
In a letter to his mother, he exclaimed, "God has suffered my 
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enemies to destroy me!" He reiterated that he did not intend to kill 
his wife. "Being a father, I could not imbrue my hands in the blood 
of the mother of my children!"44 He declared that he forgave those 
witnesses who testified against him, although they were obviously 
blinded by prejudice and passion. He could not understand how 
accidentally abusing them in a state of intoxication should make 
them harbor ill will towards him. 45 
In the end, Lung reconciled himself to his fate and he con-
formed, much more so than Richard Smith had, to the ritual that 
had long since become accepted as the way of death. According to 
historian Louis P. Masur, public death for a variety of capital crimes 
had become a ritualized spectacle extending back for centuries. 
Execution day was "a spectacle of civil and religious order ... a 
performance directed by magistrates and ministers and involving 
the condemned themselves."The event was both a warning to those 
who would commit wicked deeds against society as well as an affir-
mation of Christian values. 46 Lung understood that his role was to 
be penitent, and accordingly he confessed his wickedness and re-
quested a sermon to be preached on his behalf on the day of his 
execution. On June 20, 1816, Lung was conducted from his prison 
to a church where the Rev. David Field preached a sermon, "Warning 
Against Drunkenness." At the religious exercise, Lung appeared to 
be resigned and composed. He was then conducted to the place of 
execution by a militia unit and a crowd estimated at between 11,000 
and 12,000. At the gallows, Lung was "dressed for the grave," and 
the rope was fastened about his neck. After a solemn prayer was 
offered at his request, Lung, in conformity to the penitence ex-
pected from him, addressed the crowd that "they would take warn-
ing from him, prepare for eternity, and he bid them all farewell." An 
observer noted, "No trembling appeared in his voice or limbs, and 
when the platform was struck from under him, he expired without 
a struggle." He stated the spectators were silent and attentive and 
expressed the hope that "some lasting good resulted from the pub-
lic and affecting execution."47 
Whether any lasting good came out of public hangings was a 
lively topic of debate even in 1816. A citizen ofWinyaw, South 
Carolina, condemned the use of capital punishment in his state. 
"Humanity shudders at the cold-blooded murders of public jus-
tice," he declared. He denied that it prevented the commission of 
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crimes and suggested "substituting solitary confinement and hard 
labor."48 In fact, opposition to public executions had been growing 
for some time, influenced particularly by the ideas of the Enlight-
enment, which saw capital punishment as barbaric and excessive. 
The influence of the republican and liberal ideology of the Ameri-
can Revolution also led to condemnation of the death penalty as 
unnecessary, and led to calls for punishment more fitting a new 
nation seeking a new order in society. As noted earlier, Pennsylvania 
had abolished capital punishment except in the case of first degree 
murder, but there were those who disapproved even that exception. 
Jonathan Walker, a judge of the Fourth District of Pennsylvania, 
strongly disapproved, and asserted that it was the "exercise of a power 
given to no human tribunal ... society is under no moral obligation 
to punish this crime with death."49 Like Walker, a Philadelphian, 
"Philo Humanitas," added his voice against capital punishment. His 
solution was basically to substitute life imprisonment in lieu of capital 
punishment. 50 
Another Connecticut case attracted attention in 1816. Miner 
Babcock was a young man, born on February 4, 1796, accused of 
murdering a black man named London, who was a servant in his 
mother's house in Norwich, Connecticut. On June 21, 1815, Lon-
don and Babcock's mother quarreled. Babcock intervened and Lon-
don went after him. As Babcock later related, "unfortunately I had 
a knife in my hand, which proved to be a mortal weapon to Lon-
don, for I unguardedly let out his bowels in the affray." 51 A Grand 
Jury indicted Babcock for murder on October 3.The trial began on 
October 11, and he was convicted the next day. The execution was 
stayed on a technicality, and a new trial was ordered. The new trial 
began on January 4, 1816, and he was again convicted. 52 
On June 6, 1816, the ritual of death was played out for Babcock. 
A company of grenadiers came to the prison and escorted him to a 
meeting house where a sermon was delivered on his behalf. Then at 
2 p.m., accompanied by his coffin, upon which he sat, Babcock rode 
to the place of execution about a half mile away. An observer stated 
that Babcock was "surrounded by a multitude of spectators as far as 
my poor eyes could discern."53 The Sheriff, two deputies, the jailer, 
and Babcock ascended to the gallows. Babcock was visibly trembling 
and in a feeble condition and was apparently unable to address the 
crowd. After a prayer, Babcock was "launched into eternity." 54 
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Not all murder trials ended this way, however. Perley Cutler and 
Ayers White were indicted on July 17, 1816, for the murder of Henry 
Holton and tried in Boston. The trial began on July. 20, presided 
over by ChiefJustice Isaac Parker, with Perez Morton, the attorney 
general, the prosecutor. Cutler and White were tried separately, Cutler 
first. They were accused ofbeating Holton so badly that the wounds 
eventually caused his death a week later. 55 The defense stressed 
Holton was an alcoholic, and that a fall was the cause of death. It 
was brought out that Holton continued to work after the beating, 
and was intoxicated on the second day afterwards. He even took 
out a casement and sash in a window the day before his death. 
Cutler's attorneys argued he was at worst guilty only of" excusable 
homicide in self-defense."56 
Judge Parker's charge to the jury stated that if they doubted the 
blows caused Holton's death, they should acquit; if the event was a 
result of a sudden quarrel, then it was manslaughter. The jury retired 
and an hour later returned with the verdict of"not guilty of mur-
der; but guilty of manslaughter."57 Ayers White, after the prosecu-
tion dropped the murder charges, was tried before the same jury on 
the charge of manslaughter and convicted. Cutler and White were 
each sentenced to ten days solitary confinement and confinement 
afterwards to hard labor in the state prison for two years. 58 
A unique murder case was also heard by Judge Parker on Sep-
tember 19, 1816. George Bowen, convicted of petit larceny, disre-
spect for the Sheriff, and "occasional turbulence," was indicted for 
murder for encouraging a prisoner, Jonathan Jewett, a black man 
under sentence of death for the murder of his father, to commit 
suicide. 59 Despite a lack of evidence that Bowen actually abetted 
the suicide and testimony that the rope used by Jewett was provided 
to him by someone else, the jury pondered their decision for two 
hours before returning a verdict of"not guilty."60 
Judge Parker was quite busy in 1816. He presided over yet an-
other murder trial in December 1816. George Coombs, a sailor, 
was accused ofkicking and beating Maria Coombs to death. Attor-
ney General Morton asserted for the prosecution that killing some-
one in a heat of passion was more than just the crime of 
manslaughter. 61 A physician who attended to Maria on the evening 
of June 15, 1816, stated she was "weak and feeble." She appeared to 
have a bruise on the left side, between the spleen and kidneys. He 
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was .told she had fallen out of the door, being very intoxicated. He 
prescribed medication, but she refused. He was informed a couple 
of hours later that she was dead. 62 
Several witnesses from next door related that George and Maria 
had a fight, and heard Maria exclaim, "George Coombs, you have 
given me my death wound-you have killed me."63 Another neigh-
bor stated that she heard the disturbance, looked out, and saw Maria 
on the ground. She said she saw Coombs stomp on Maria twice 
with his right foot. 64 
The defense, however, attacked the credibility of these witnesses 
and questioned, "from their appearance and behaviour, whether 
they are entitled to credit." In other words, should the jury believe 
the testimony of prostitutes? They also asserted that Maria was an 
"abandoned woman" herself with a "turbulent and furious tem-
per." She was frequently intoxicated and often uttered profane lan-
guage. In any event, the affray was "mutual," in that Maria also 
inflicted blows upon George Coombs. It was further suggested that 
Maria's death occurred as a result of a fall. The defense produced a 
physician who testified that due to an injury to Coombs's left knee, 
if he attempted to kick with his right foot he would have fallen. 
They denied there was any evidence of malicious intent and cau-
tioned the jury that when the act produced "an effect beyond his 
intention, your greatest care is necessary to make the distinction 
which the law allows," namely, "homicide by misadventure."65 
In conclusion, the defense reiterated the contradictions and 
inconsistencies in the prosecution case. They also reminded the jury 
of the lack of credibility of the principal witnesses, asserted the 
good character of George Coombs and the bad character of Maria, 
and declared there was no evidence of malice on the part of George 
Coombs.66 Morton, the prosecutor, cited the weight of evidence 
against Coombs and noted that a lack of justification for assault 
should not preclude a guilty verdictY Chief Justice Parker's charge 
to the jury stated that Maria's death was certainly caused by vio-
lence, but the jury had to determine whether it was caused by the 
prisoner or was an accident. If it was in consequence of intoxica-
tion, then Coombs must be acquitted. If caused by Coombs, even if 
he had no intention to kill her when the fight began, pursuing the 
act constituted malice and murder. Parker addressed the credibility 
of the prostitutes, and he desired the jury to set aside their preju-
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dices. "No juryman should say," he concluded, "a man is not guilty, 
merely because he thinks the punishment too severe."68 Yet that is 
exactly what the jury did; after only an hour deliberation, they pro-
nounced Coombs not guilty, and the prisoner was discharged. 
It is hard not to conclude that Coombs was declared not guilty 
because of the jury's prejudice against the prostitutes. Nor is this the 
only case this year that reflected male chauvinism. In New York 
City, Thomas Burke, on October 16,1815, beat his wife Hannah on 
the head with a broom handle. She lingered until October 26, when 
she died from "inflammation of the brain." Burke was convicted 
on November 30, 1815, for the murder of his wife. He was sen-
tenced to hang on January 19,1816, but New York Governor Daniel 
D. Tompkins stayed the execution and forwarded to the state legis-
lature on February 13 several petitions to save Burke's life. 69 Among 
the documents forwarded to the legislature was a petition from the 
jury that had convicted Burke; eleven of the twelve asked Tompkins 
to postpone the execution and refer the matter to the legislature. 
Additional affidavits on behalf ofBurke were included. Mrs. Burke, 
all agreed, was a drunken and lewd woman who had frequently 
beaten her husband, "an honest, and industrious man," in public 
without him responding. She was also a prostitute, with connec-
tions with black as well as white men. She was generally known as 
"the bully ofBedlow and George streets," who had been frequently 
taken into custody for fighting. As one appeal stated, "she was re-
garded as the worst among the bad in George street."70 
Several petitions were also enclosed to the legislature, signed by 
many respectable inhabitants ofNewYork City. One, signed by 295 
citizens, declared that Burke's "reasoning faculties were suspended 
... the death of Mrs. Burke ensued from sudden transport and heat 
of blood ... it is evident that he intended to have beaten her only, 
and never meditated her death."71 Two other petitions, one signed 
by forty-one and another signed by twenty-five, also pleaded with 
the legislature to spare Burke's life. In the New York Assembly, the 
documents were referred to a select committee of three:Thomas]. 
Oakley, Henry B. Lee, and Peter A. Jay, the latter from New York 
City.72 
On February 23, Oakley, for the committee, reported that while 
the facts presented "justified a conviction," yet they believed the 
circumstances ofjustice could "be answered by the confinement of 
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the criminal in the State Prison for life at hard labor." Accordingly, 
he presented a bill to that effect, which was approved on March 5. 
The Senate attempted to limit Burke's confinement to hard labor 
for fourteen years, but the House refused to concur. The bill was 
officially signed into law on April 5. 73 Throughout the entire pro-
cess, the attitude appeared to have been that Burke's wife probably 
got what she deserved, that he had only meant to beat her, and 
unfortunately she died from the beating. While the legislature spared 
Burke's life, imprisonment for life at hard labor was probably not 
much better. 
Another murder trial in 1816 reached the United States Su-
preme Court. William Bevans, an eighteen-year-old sailor who was 
performing guard duty on board the United States ship, Indepen-
dence, while it was in the harbor at Boston, killed a fellow sailor, 
Peter Lunstrum, on November 6, 1816. Lunstrum was apparently 
trying to steal ship stores that Bevans was guarding. Lunstrum tried 
to bully Bevans and paid no attention to the latter's warnings that 
he would kill him if necessary. After a heated altercation, Bevans 
plunged his bayonet into Lunstrum, who died from his wound. 
Although he had been provoked, Bevans was tried for murder be-
fore the Circuit Court of the United States in Boston in December 
1816, with Justice Joseph Story presiding. Story rejected the de-
fense counsel's question of the jurisdiction of the federal court, rather 
than having the case heard in a state court. 74 
The prosecution, led by Attorney General George Blake, noted 
the offense constituted murder and fell under federal authority be-
cause it was committed off the coast of Boston. Regarding the de-
fense contentions of provocation, Blake asserted the only weapon 
used by Lunstrum was his tongue. 75 Judge Story's charge to the jury 
hinted at the unpopularity of the prosecution of Bevans. "It is a 
great mistake," Story stated, "that Jurors are at liberty in matters of 
law to disregard the opinion of the Court, upon fanciful distinc-
tions, or opinions of their own; and they may, by such conduct, 
bring their consciences into peril, and their fellow citizens into jeop-
ardy." Story also informed the jury that they should not betray "a 
false tenderness for human life." Words of reproach, he said, were 
not sufficient cause to free a person guilty of murder. 76 
The jury dutifully returned a verdict of guilty. The defense im-
mediately filed an appeal, but the judges divided on whether Bevans's 
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offense was within the jurisdiction of Massachusetts or the federal 
district courts. The case was then certified to the United States Su-
preme Court.Arguments were heard by the Court on February 14 
and 16, 1818.Danie1Webster argued for Bevans and Henry Wheaton 
and Attorney General William Wirt represented the United States. 
The opinion of the Court was delivered by Chief Justice John 
Marshall on February 21, 1818.77 
Marshall reviewed the applicable laws, noting they gave courts 
of the union "cognizance of certain offences committed on the 
high seas, or in any river, haven, basin, or bay, out of the jurisdiction 
of any particular state."78 It was conceded that no jurisdiction was 
given even to courts of the United States when a murder was com-
mitted on a public ship outside the jurisdiction of a state. Such 
offenses were handled by courts martial. This case, however, having 
occurred within the territorial waters of Massachusetts, was not 
covered by a court martial.Wheaton andWirt had argued that nev-
ertheless it was a case of admiralty and maritime jurisdiction under 
the federal courts. Webster argued that Congress had not extended 
federal admiralty jurisdiction to cases in which state courts had con-
current common law jurisdiction such as murders committed in 
bays, and thus the offense was within the jurisdiction of Massachu-
setts courts. 79 
Marshall noted, however, that Congress exercised exclusive ju-
risdiction over places purchased by the consent of the state legisla-
ture, such as forts, magazines, dock yards, etc., and the ship of war 
where the murder was committed was "a place within the sole and 
exclusive jurisdiction of the United States," and thus federal courts 
"may consequently take cognizance of the offence."80 That the fed-
eral government under its war powers "has power to punish an 
offence committed by a marine on board a ship of war, wherever 
that ship may lie, is a proposition never to be questioned in this 
court," he declared. 81 
Thus the Supreme Court in a somewhat convoluted way re-
jected Bevans's appeal, and the federal government had won one 
more small victory in Marshall's court over state authority. The fate 
of Bevans, still under conviction for murder, is unknown, but it is to 
be hoped that, given the lapse of years, his life was spared. 
A common thread through nearly all of these cases was alcohol-
ism. Americans in 1816 were not unaware of the evil effects of 
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alcohol. Not only was intemperance a factor in murders and wife 
abuse, it also contributed to poverty. A society in Portland, Maine, 
founded to suppress immorality and intemperance, noted in their 
meeting inApril1816 that of eighty-five persons at the work-house, 
seventy-one were paupers because of intemperance. In addition, 
they believed that many other paupers provided for by the public 
were also intemperate. They estimated that alcoholism raised poor 
costs from $2000 to $6000 per annum. 82 
There is little doubt that public consumption of alcohol was 
increasing, although the amount was variously estimated. The Rev. 
David Thurston, in a sermon to the Maine Missionary Society, cited 
information from the New England Tract Society that Americans 
consumed about thirty-four million gallons of ardent spirits, or seven 
and a half gallons per person in 1815.Another tract, however, cited 
the same consumption and arrived at a per capita average at five and 
a half gallons per year. The former figure more nearly matches mod-
ern estimates of consumption by the drinking age population (15 
and older) and the latter figure the per capita consumption. 83 
Several temperance societies were being formed during this 
period, such as the Massachusetts Society for the Suppression of 
Intemperance in 1812. Although not all ministers were involved, 
clergymen obviously played a leading role in this movement. In 
fact, the Methodist General Conference adopted a resolution in 
1816 declaring that "no stationed or local preacher shall retail 
spiritous or malt liquors without forfeiting his ministerial character 
among us."84 
Tract Societies also focused on the consequences of alcoholism. 
Dr. Benjamin Rush's famous 1784 essay, Inquiry into the Effect cif 
Ardent Spirits upon the Human Mind, was reprinted in 1816 and widely 
distributed. His warning was frequently cited: "poverty and misery, 
crimes and infamy, disease and death, are all the natural and usual 
consequences of the intemperate use of ardent spirits." Another 
important temperance work, Mason Locke Weems's treatise, 
Drunkard's Looking Glass, originally published in 1812, was reprinted 
in 1816.85 
The agitation against alcohol in 1816 was only a beginning and 
anticipated a much larger movement in the next few decades. Re-
formers understood that only through public education would they 
eventually achieve their goals, whether temperance or prohibition. 
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Inevitably, moral suasion took on a political aspect. Governor Wil-
liam Jones ofRhode Island in a message to his legislature in Octo-
ber 1816, condemned the use of ardent spirits, which "poisons the 
sources of domestic happiness, and even threatens the public pros-
perity." He added, "I know not whether an evil of this kind can be 
removed or mitigated by legislative regulation, but it is well worthy 
of your consideration." Governor Simon Snyder of Pennsylvania 
also called upon his legislature to place the property of habitual 
drunkards in the hands of trustees. 86 
As for public agitation, Dr. Jesse Torrey, Jr. published a series of 
essays in "an attempt to prove that the prevailing consumption of 
ardent spirits is a greater national calamity than war." For support, 
Torrey cited a speech by the Indian leader, Little Turtle, expressing 
the "shocking ravages of distilled spirits, on his aboriginal breth-
ren." In one ofhis essays, Torrey urged a tax on alcoholic beverages 
to raise money to fund free public libraries. The matter deserved the 
consideration not only of Congress but of every state. "The safety 
of the nation is at stake!" he declared. The question was "whether 
Whiskey or Reason shall predominate?" Melodramatically, he char-
acterized stills as "Satan's Steam Engines, whose serpentine throats 
disgorge oceans of the malignant leaven of human depravity." He 
quoted a letter from the Richmond Enquirer that about twelve thou-
sand died each year from the use of ardent spiritsY 
In fact, during the discussion on taxes in the first session of the 
Fourteenth Congress, it was proposed to levy a tax upon stills, not 
with the intent to use the revenues to aid libraries, as Torrey wanted, 
nor for the purpose of discouraging the use of spirits, but rather 
simply to raise a revenue. Lewis Williams of North Carolina ob-
jected that the proposed tax on stills was unfair because it was to be 
levied on capacity and not on quantity distilled. He argued it would 
put many distillers in his district out of business and would, in fact, 
reduce the anticipated revenue. A distiller who made ten times as 
much per day should pay ten times as much tax, Williams insisted. 
He was supported by several congressmen who feared their con-
stituents would also suffer from the tax. Micah Taul from Kentucky 
asserted that the tax would inflict serious injury on the Western 
country and "prostrate nine out of ten of the distillers in the district 
which I represent."88 
A motion was made to reduce the tax from 100% to 50% on 
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the capacity of the still. Enos T. Throop of New York stated that he 
wished it was 25%, because a high tax would benefit large distillers 
and drive the small ones out of business. "If, sir, it is intended seri-
ously to suppress the vice, we set about it in the wrong way. It can 
be done only by prohibiting, under some penalties, the manufac-
ture or importation of liquors."89 Eventually the House reduced 
the rate to 50% by a close vote of74-70.The final bill passed over-
whelmingly.90The tax was dropped entirely in 1817. Limiting alco-
holic consumption had never been the object of the tax, and 
reformers would have to wait for a later period to successfully pur-
sue legal means oflimiting access to alcoholic beverages. 
Despite the numerous hangings of murderers in 1816, the venge-
ful mood of the people towards criminals was definitely waning 
after the War of 1812. Reformers and humanitarians were increas-
ingly urging long term confinement in lieu of execution .The peace 
movement that developed after the war also contributed to the more 
compassionate attitude.Adna Heaton, in an anti-war tract published 
this year, argued there were "very few crimes that are thought wor-
thy of death, and it is doubted by many, and some in the most eminent 
stations too, whether society has the right to take the life of man in 
any case whatever." 91 
Some were even suggesting the possibilities of rehabilitation of 
criminals. Governor William Jones of Rhode Island, for example, 
stated to his legislature in October 1816 his regret there should be 
"such frequent crimes, and a consequent necessity for the infliction 
of severe punishments." He asked the legislature to reconsider the 
penal code. "It may be a question," he added, "whether under our 
existing laws, the reformation of the offender, and the practicability 
of compelling him to make amends by his labour, have been suffi-
ciently considered."92 
Two prominent New Yorkers,John Murray,Jr. and Thomas Eddy, 
who wrote on behalf ofThomas Burke and two others sentenced 
to death, declared, "We are not warranted in depriving a fellow 
creature of life for any crime."93 The implications of such a policy 
would require increasing the number of prisons and improving those 
currently existing. In fact, Governor Tompkins, called upon the leg-
islature in 1816 to enlarge the prison system. They responded by 
approving a new prison in the western district of the state, at Au-
burn, which became a model for other states. 94 The new prison was 
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built with small individual cells, with common dining quarters, 
chapel, and workshops. This is not to say that the prisoners were 
treated more humanely. Discipline was severe, punishment was harsh, 
and every convict was required to work long, hard hours to pay for 
their upkeep. The Auburn system, as it was called, was widely adopted 
in other states. One report noted the Auburn prison had expenses 
of $34,000 in 1829, but receipts from prison labor amounted to 
$40,000. By 1840, at least twelve new prisons had been built in 
other states modeled after the Auburn prison, and several other states 
had copied parts of the system.95 
Thus Americans in 1816 were groping for a more humane and 
enlightened concept of justice. Punishment of criminals was swift 
and harsh, and the spectacle of public hangings was still a part of 
American life. Nevertheless, questions were being raised about capital 
punishment, and some Americans were even beginning to enter-
tain the idea of rehabilitation of criminals. Efforts were also being 
made to reform a source of criminality, alcoholism. The humanitar-
ian impulse that inspired action on these two issues was widespread 
in 1816, as the exponential growth of benevolent societies attests. 
Joined by these organizations,Americans worked to promote cures 
for a variety of social ills. Despite the ambition of these groups, 
however, many of the problems Americans confronted in 1816, in-
cluding capital punishment and alcoholism, are problems that exist 
even to this day. 
This page intentionally left blank
Chapter 11 
The Huntanitarian 
lntpulse 
In the years following the War of 1812 there was a great increase in 
benevolent societies devoted to many various causes. No doubt the 
general good will that was an outgrowth of the post-war period 
contributed to this mood ofbenevolence towards their fellow man, 
but the evangelical zeal that came out of the Second Great Awaken-
ing was probably the primary factor. The great religious revivals 
that began around 1800 in the West eventually spread all over the 
country. Concern for the public good and the general welfare of 
the people was a natural outgrowth of this religious movement, and 
it undoubtedly influenced the formation of many organizations af-
ter the war. There was also an element of social control present, an 
attempt to impose some larger sense of order and direction to the 
nation after its "Second War for Independence." Two major be-
nevolent associations formed in 1816, the American Bible Society 
and the American Colonization Society, both played important roles 
in the years ahead. A variety of other important issues for the future 
were also addressed by Americans in 1816, such as the peace move-
ment, education, and Sabbath reform. 
Many Americans were deeply disturbed by the growing laxity 
in observance of the Sunday Sabbath. As the Rev. Richard Storrs 
said to a Sabbatarian convention at Dedham, Connecticut, on June 
5, 1816, rulers should "provide effectually for the maintenance of 
the Sabbath," and the people's duty was to obey these laws.1 New 
England most strictly observed the Sunday laws, yet even here they 
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were not being enforced. As one observer noted, "On all our large 
roads, every Sabbath witnesses numerous and rapidly increasing vio-
lations of the laws, with hardly an endeavour to repress them. Droves 
of cattle and loads of produce for market, carts and waggons return-
ing with goods to the country, and pleasure carriages, throng the 
roads." 2 
The Rev. David D. Field, speaking to the Connecticut Society 
for the Promotion of Good Morals in Hartford, agreed that "Gross 
breaches of the Sabbath must be suppressed. All who trespass on the 
day, by unnecessary labour, traveling or pleasure, are the proper sub-
jects of punishment." He was particularly critical of the delivery of 
Sunday mail, which disturbed the day "by the noise of the whip, 
and the noise of the rattling of wheels, and the prancing of horses." 
Worst of all, by opening the mail and reading the letters and papers, 
"the minds of multitudes were taken off from the appropriate ser-
vices of the Sabbath, to that endless variety of news, business, friend-
ship and pleasure communicated or suggested by them." Fields 
concluded that there was no good reason why the mail should be 
transported on the Sabbath. 3 
A movement to stop the delivery of Sunday mail had begun 
before the War of 1812.The catalyst was a federal law of April 1810 
that required postmasters to open their offices every day of the 
week. This law especially affronted local communities where the 
only vehicle allowed on the road on the Sabbath was the mail coach. 
Moreover, the local post office logically became, other than churches, 
the only gathering place on the Sabbath. Consequently, a petition 
campaign began to force Congress to rescind its law and to stop 
Sunday delivery of mail. 4 
Numerous petitions were introduced in the first session of the 
Fourteenth Congress, and at least one effort was made to carry out 
their intent. Benjamin Tallmadge of Connecticut offered an amend-
ment to a postal bill that no mail would be transported nor any post 
office opened on the Sabbath. Delivery on the Sabbath, Tallmadge 
remarked, "had too long been a reproach to our legislative code, 
and exposed our country to the judgments of Heaven." His amend-
ment was debated at considerable length and rejected by the sub-
stantial margin of 100-35.5 
Undaunted, Sabbatarians flooded the second session of the Four-
teenth Congress with more petitions. In the House, these petitions 
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were assigned to a committee chaired by Elijah H. Mills of Massa-
chusetts. The committee report included a letter from Postmaster 
General Return]. Meigs,Jr., who argued, among other things, that 
stopping Sabbath delivery would confuse the whole system of trans-
portation on more than seven hundred routes. Mills's committee 
proposed two seemingly contradictory resolutions: that it was inex-
pedient to pass any law respecting the transportation of mail, but 
provision should be made to prohibit the delivery of letters at the 
respective post offices on the Sabbath. The resolutions were tabled. 
This defeat seemed to take the momentum out of the movement; it 
was not renewed for more than a decade. 6 
Another area attracting the humanitarian impulse was the cru-
sade for peace. Obviously, the War of 1812 was a primary impetus. 
Noah Worcester, a Congregational clergyman from New England 
and outspoken critic of the War of 1812, for example, published his 
extremely influential anti-war thoughts in December 1814. The 
Solemn Review <if the Custom of War, showing that war is the iffect <if 
popular delusion, and Proposing a Remedy went through five editions 
in the next two years. Worcester strongly advocated the formation 
of peace societies to educate the public. David Low Dodge also 
created a stir with his book in 1815, War Inconsistent with the Religion 
<?!Jesus Christ, which stressed the deleterious economic and political 
effects of war. Dodge and thirty other men, in August 1815, formed 
possibly the first peace society in the world in New York City. Lit-
erature against war appeared with greater frequency in 1816, in 
addition to the formation of peace societies. 7 
Perhaps the most active group was the Massachusetts Peace So-
ciety,formed at the end ofDecember 1815.Among the list of sub-
scribers were the governor, lieutenant governor, two judges, the 
president and several professors at Harvard. Officers were elected in 
January 1816, and the society issued a circular letter in March ex-
pressing its views, written primarily by Worcester, the society's Cor-
responding Secretary.8 The circular addressed the diversity of opinion 
on whether war was a right of self-defense. Ministers of every de-
nomination were invited to make clear in their sermons "that the 
spirit <if war, and the spirit <if the gospel, are at variance." As to why the 
society was forming at that time when the prospect of war was 
slight, he answered, "The time of peace is believed to be more fa-
vorable to the proposed design, than a time of war."9 The Massa-
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chusetts Peace Society grew from the twenty-two charter members 
to two hundred by the end of 1816. It also sponsored a periodical, 
Friend of Peace, edited by Worcester. At his urging many more peace 
societies were organized. By 1819 there were at least seventeen such 
societies scattered over the United States, with many more branch 
societies. 10 
Despite the laudable goals of the peace societies, there were 
skeptics. When the Massachusetts Peace Society sought the endorse-
ment of former Presidents Thomas Jefferson and John Adams, 
Jefferson expressed mild interest and accepted an honorary mem-
bership, but Adams replied that he had abandoned the principles of 
pacifism that he had once admired. "Universal peace," he wrote, 
"appears to me no more nor less than everlasting passive obedience 
and non-resistance. The human flock would soon be fleeced and 
butchered by one or a few." 11 
The most troubling issue confronting peace advocates was the 
problem of defensive wars. All agreed offensive wars were wrong, 
but some asked, as one author did, "is a reliance on right, a sufficient 
guard for men in a wrong world?" He concluded that "a difensive 
war seems not only justifiable but imperious; for the nation that 
does not contend for its own right, contends for the wrong of the 
encroaching nation." Admitting that many good people condemned 
war of every description, he still asserted," difensive war, is the only 
war that can be justified upon the principle of eternal right." 12 
The Rev. William Ellery Channing, one of the founders of the 
Massachusetts Peace Society, also addressed this difficult question in 
a sermon to a convention of Congregational ministers of Massa-
chusetts in May 1816. He noted that the time was coming"when it 
will be accounted no small honour to have been among the earliest 
laborers in the work of mitigating and abolishing war." Channing 
added that "War, as it is commonly waged, is indeed a tremendous 
evil, but national subjugation is a greater evil than a war of defence; 
and a community seems to me to possess an indisputable right to 
resort to such a war, when all other means have failed for the secu-
rity of its existence or freedom." 13 
Another author, however, characterized a defensive war as con-
trary to Christian precepts and "a want of confidence in Divine 
protection." War involved the very evil it was designed to guard 
against. 14 "Philo Pacificus," agreed and entered a strong critique of 
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the English author, Lord Kames, who argued that war elevated the 
virtues of courage, generosity, and disinterestedness. War was in-
stead, he said, an unjust and wicked "custom which murders men 
by the thousands for the sake of military glory.'"'Philo" condemned 
particularly Kames's absurd argument that it was better men be ac-
tive in destroying one another than to fall into debilitating luxury. 
If, as Kames's argued, wars got rid of idlers and criminals, "Philo" 
noted it also drained the country of many industrious and useful 
men. "I would by no means recommend this summary mode of 
freeing a state from idlers." Offensive or defensive wars were an 
enormous evil. He was convinced God was preparing the way for 
abolition of war, and he cited as evidence sermons, writings, and 
the formation of peace societies. 15 
An obvious object of charity and humanitarian concern were 
the poor.Almshouses were established in New York City as early as 
1795. Also, schools for indigent children were established, widows 
and small children were cared for by charities which provided food 
and clothing, provident societies provided sustenance to impris-
oned debtors and other needy persons, and New York even had an 
asylum for orphans. The city also had a large hospital for distressed 
and poor sick persons. The governors of the New-York Hospital 
reported to the legislature in February 1816, that 1500 persons had 
been admitted in the past year. They had added a building in the last 
year to care for lunatics, but it accommodated only seventy-five 
persons. Unfortunately, it was already filled, and they had been forced 
to refuse admittance to any new patients. As a result, they had pur-
chased thirty-eight acres about six miles from the city for a new 
facility, but they needed state aid to complete the project. Their 
report showed 1595 persons admitted to the hospital in 1815, an 
increase of 654, attributed to poor men discharged from the army 
and navy. They had 151lunatics under their care that year. Expendi-
tures for 1815 were approximately $35,000, which nearly matched 
receipts (including annuities from the state). 16 
Philadelphians also confronted the effects of poverty in their 
city. The Philadelphia Orphan Society was organized in December 
1814.The first orphans were admitted on March 3,1815, and when 
the legislature incorporated the society on January 29, 1816, it held 
twenty-five children. The society began raising funds in 1816 to 
build a larger building. The list of officers showed all female manag-
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ers, headed by Sarah Ralston. An asylum for mentally deranged in-
dividuals was also in the process of being built near Philadelphia. 
The land was purchased in the spring of 1814, and a large three-
story building was opened in the fall of1816.The funds for the land 
and building (approximately $12,000) were raised through private 
donations. 17 
Morality tales also circulated widely in the literature of this year. 18 
For example, the Philadelphia Female Tract Society, which held its 
first meeting on January 1, 1816, published and distributed over 
60,000 religious tracts in 1816 on fourteen different subjects to 
Sunday schools around Philadelphia and other tract societies, 
churches, and female seminaries throughout Pennsylvania, Dela-
ware, New Jersey, New York, Rhode Island, Connecticut,Vermont, 
Virginia, and Kentucky, as well as to Scotland, England, Jamaica, and 
India. The society also helped form twelve Juvenile Societies and 
two other female tract societies in Philadelphia during the year. 19 
The New York Religious Tract Society's fourth annual report 
of February 12, 1816, stated it had printed 70,000 tracts in the last 
year to add to the 46,345 on hand, including 10,000 copies of the 
popular, "The Dairyman's Daughter." During the year, 85,57 6 tracts 
were distributed all over the United States, as well as to China, the 
West Indies, Europe, and the Cape of Good Hope. The report la-
mented, however, a shortage of funds. New York City, they calcu-
lated, had about twenty religious congregations, averaging 100 
members, yet "not one in ten ... in these Congregations ... con-
tributed even the widow's mite to the promotion of His Glory, and 
the interests of his Kingdom."20 
No doubt the best selling morality tract, if it may be so labeled, 
was the story of Lucy Brewer, published in three parts, which went 
through at least ten editions in 1816 and eventually nineteen print-
ings by 1818. The story was of a young woman, seduced and de-
serted, who fell into a life of prostitution in Boston but escaped and, 
in male disguise, served for three years on the US. S. Constitution. 
While her description of the brothels might have been titillating to 
some of the people of that time, the purpose, according to Lucy, was 
"to promote temporal and spiritual good" in young persons of both 
sexes. In her farewell address, Lucy, who had now married a respect-
able gentleman, warned of the perils facing young women: "one 
false step forever blasts the fame of a woman."21 
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Lucy's memoirs, which were clearly fabrication, sparked a fic-
tional rebuttal and even a "copy cat" version. According to Rachel 
Sperry, who ran a boarding house where Lucy worked, and who 
was supposedly responsible for Lucy's turn to an immoral life, the 
real story was that she had taken Lucy in out of pity to work as a 
chamber maid. On her own, Rachel declared, Lucy turned to pros-
titution. "Never had I a boarder that made such rapid progress in all 
the deceptive arts of harlotry." Lucy eventually left to follow a young 
man who served on the US. S. Constitution. He procured her the 
clothes of a sailor and introduced her to the recruiting officer as a 
cousin from New York, and he helped her pull off the duties of a 
sailor without suspicion. Rachel confirmed that Lucy had now 
turned to a life of respectability. 22 
Another work, suspiciously similar in plot, told the story of Almira 
Paul, who also served on board English and American armed vessels 
disguised as a man. She was severely wounded, lashed, and report-
edly fell, fractured her skull, and underwent trepanning without her 
sex being discovered. Returning to her female role, she "took board 
at a house of ill-fame" for six weeks in Baltimore. She moved on to 
New York City and again entered into prostitution for five weeks. 
She moved to Boston, where she did house work, but she soon fell 
into prostitution and, at the time of the writing, July 1816, she was 
languishing in jail, committed by her landlord for non-payment of 
board. 23 
Whether the tales of Lucy Brewer and Almira Paul were just 
morality tracts is disputed by historian Daniel A. Cohen. He claims 
they were much more than that. He suggested these works could 
belong to several literary genres, including female warrior narra-
tives, sentimental seduction novels, and even to early muckraking 
literature exposing urban problems. Moreover, the story of a plucky, 
independent woman challenged gender roles which, Cohen sug-
gested, also represented a cross-dressing narrative and even a radical 
gender point of view. Indeed, these works may be cross-genre nar-
ratives, but there is little doubt that the popularity of these stories, 
intended or not, had much the same effect as hundreds of other 
morality tracts disseminated in 1816 by various religious tract soci-
eties. In fact, the descriptions of prostitution in these books may 
have spurred the anti-brothel riots occurring in the mid-1810s to 
mid-1820s in Boston, as well as the establishment of a refuge for the 
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reform of prostitutes at this same time, culminating in Mayor Josiah 
Quincy's police crackdown on prostitution in 1823.24 
Tract societies were by no means the leading distributors of 
religious literature. A major post-war development was a prolifera-
tion ofBible societies, whose main objective was to distribute cop-
ies of the Bible throughout the United States and the world. The 
first Bible society in America was established in Philadelphia in 
December 1808, modeled after the British and Foreign Bible Soci-
ety, formed in 1804, which had reportedly distributed by 1816 ap-
proximately 1.3 million copies of the Bible to various parts of the 
globe, including the United States. Additional Bible societies were 
established in Massachusetts, Connecticut, and New York prior to 
the War of1812.There were forty by 1814, sixty-eight by 1815, and 
108 by 1816, and greater growth occurred during 1816. New York 
led the way, matching the total number in all of New England (25 
to 24). There were as yet only fifteen such societies west of the 
Appalachians. 25 
One western society in Louisiana reported in 1816 that it had 
received and distributed 1350 English Bibles, 2248 French Bibles, 
1000 Spanish New Testaments, and 300 French New Testaments, in 
Louisiana and along the Gulf coast. The Bibles of the British and 
Foreign Bible Society were in greatest demand because of the supe-
rior beauty of their type and paper. Surprisingly, the Louisiana soci-
ety reported, "a much larger proportion of the inhabitants of this 
state than was at first supposed, can both read and write; but, not-
withstanding this, they were deplorably destitute of books of all 
kinds." Free people of color were particularly desirous to have their 
children taught to read and made numerous requests for Bibles. 
Many stated they had waited for years to acquire a copy of the Bible 
in French. Even Catholics were willing to receive copies of the 
Protestant Bible. A few priests had opposed distribution, but the 
people had largely ignored their warnings. Spanish inhabitants, they 
added, had received copies "with greater demonstrations of joy" 
than the French. Copies were also distributed to American soldiers 
and sailors, and even to some slaves who could read. 26 
In January 1816, Elias Boudinot, President of the New Jersey 
Bible Society, called for the establishment of a general Bible society 
to unite the effort of the various Bible societies, again to emulate 
the British and Foreign Bible Society. He noted there was no uni-
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fied distribution system,just independent societies distributing Bibles 
in every way possible. Often these societies were sending Bibles 
into each other's district. There was little communication, and their 
printed reports were not reciprocally exchanged. Boudinot sug-
gested not a confederation of existing societies but the formation of 
a new national society. Existing societies could associate as auxilia-
ries and be coordinated by a central organization. He recommended 
laymen run the society to allay sectarian jealousy and that the head-
quarters be established in New York City which was "fast becom-
ing the London of America."27 
Accordingly, a meeting was held in the City Hall in New York 
City on May 13, 1816, to organize a national Bible society. The 
meeting was attended by such luminaries as Peter Jay, the son of 
John Jay, Smith Thompson, chief justice of the New York Supreme 
Court, and two other judges of the court, William Van Ness and 
Jonas Platt, as well as James Fenimore Cooper, the novelist, several 
ministers, and members of Bible societies in the region. Peter Jay, 
one of the speakers, stated, "if the predictions which foretell a 
millennia! period of happiness on earth, are ever to be literally ful-
filled, it can only be by the accomplishment of another prophecy, 
that 'The knowledge of the Lord shall cover the earth, as the waters 
of the sea."' 28 
The fledgling society was generously endowed with a gift of 
$10,000 from its President,Elias Boudinot, and it was generally ac-
cepted around the country. Many local Bible societies quickly signed 
on as auxiliaries of the national society, such as the New Jersey 
Bible Society, the Otsego County Bible Society of New York, the 
New York Bible Society, (which turned over its plates to the na-
tional society), and the Vermont Bible Society, which declared in its 
annual report, "the union will operate to the mutual advantage of 
the societies."29 In Boston, a meeting in December 1816, chaired 
by Governor Brooks, with members of the legislature and local 
clergymen (including the Rev. William Ellery Channing), endorsed 
the American Bible Society and urged local societies to join the 
national organization. 30 By December 1816, there were 172 Bible 
societies, of which sixty-five had become auxiliaries of the national 
society. By 1830, the American Bible Society claimed 645 auxilia-
ries.31 
To some, the formation of these Bible societies heralded a new 
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era. One observer noted, "The asperities of Christian sects have 
been moderated .... Christians seem now more inclined to regard 
each other as brethren."32 There were, however, critics of the Ameri-
can Bible Society. "A Clergyman" attempted to answer some of the 
questions raised about the society." Is there not a great want cif Bibles?" 
he asked, citing shortages in the country, particularly in the West. 
Only about 150,000 Bibles had been distributed by the Bible soci-
eties, merely enough to supply the needs of Kentucky alone. He 
argued that small, distinct societies acting with a national institution 
would be more effective. As to fears of New York influence, he 
simply stated it had "greater conveniences, and greater advantages, 
than can be found in any other city." He denied that Presbyterians 
had undue influence just because many had been active in its for-
mation. In fact, the president of the American Bible Society was 
Episcopalian, as were several vice-presidents. The society would not 
promote the establishment of a national religion, encouraging rather 
a diffusion of the Scriptures that might allay "the fury of party spirit 
... making us a holy nation. "33 
One interesting consequence of the growth of Bible societies 
was the participation of women, particularly in the formation of 
tract and Bible societies. The Rev. John C. Rudd, Rector of St. 
John's Church in Elizabethtown, New Jersey, commended the or-
ganization of a Female Bible Society in June 1816. "You will, in the 
first place, do it best by yourselves," he advised, "The fact need not 
be conceded, that you have more zeal than the other sex."While it 
would be proper "to solicit pecuniary aid from the other sex, it will 
be a becoming employment to manage your funds independently 
of them; and they, by consenting that you should, will evince their 
desire to promote your importance in the estimation of the world."34 
Rudd's open-minded attitude was perhaps influenced by the fact 
that the president of the new society was Mrs. John C. Rudd. 
Female tract societies also supported other works of Christian 
charity. The Providence (Rhode Island) Female Tract Society, for 
example, supported pious schoolmasters in the more destitute parts 
of the state, particularly in the vicinity of manufacturing establish-
ments. They also supported schooling for the children of their town, 
both in the eight public schools and the nearly twenty private schools. 
The annual report of the society noted, "from the spirited and lib-
eral support of free schools, during the sixteen years last past, almost 
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every child of ten years old, is qualified to read the scriptures with 
fluency."The society tapped the pool of college students at Brown 
University to teach children the Bible in Sunday schools. By the 
end of 1816, the society was supporting teachers in five schools, 
including a school for African-American children. An appendix in-
cluded reports from these teachers. One related teaching about 130 
children, and another, Abner Morse, had about 120. Morse declared 
the children now used less profane language and that violations of 
the Sabbath were less common.35 
There is little doubt that the Sunday school movement was given 
a significant boost by Bible and tract societies, which was acknowl-
edged by the Rev. John C. Rudd in an address to a Free-school 
Association in Elizabethtown, New Jersey. The objective of social 
control was laid out clearly by Rudd: "It is not only the dictate of 
Christian benevolence, but of sound policy, to instruct in the rudi-
ments of useful knowledge, and the principles of religion, the lower 
orders of society." Noting that some objected that Sunday Schools 
occupied the Sabbath "unprofitably to the duties of private devo-
tion and retirement," Rudd insisted the teachers were "engaged in 
the highest religious duty, that of promoting the honor of God in 
the instruction of his creatures." Moreover, under the eyes of their 
teachers, the children were prevented from abusing the Sabbath, 
committing crimes, or scandalizing society. 36 
Education in any form was increasingly becoming a value of 
citizenship. As one observer noted in 1816, "a government like ours, 
cannot be in full health and vigor, unless the body politic be sound 
throughout. And surely there is no remedy for political disease but 
education." Education, he asserted, was "a national duty: all must be 
educated, and if parents will not do it, the public are bound to do it."37 
Indeed, in some places, efforts were already underway to provide 
educational opportunities. For example, the Free School Society in 
New York City, founded in 1805 with De Witt Clinton as the first 
president, opened its first school in 1809 and was operating three 
schools by 1816. The Chatham Street school had 587 students, and 
two schools on Henry Street had 403 and 587. In addition, there 
was a school for indigent females (about 400), which the Board 
asserted gave them arguably "advantages superior in their kind to 
those for the most part enjoyed by the children of the more affiu-
ent."The status of supplies was indicated in the Board's report which 
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enumerated, among other things, those students who could "form 
letters in the sand."The method of instruction was the Lancasterian 
plan (whereby the older students taught the younger students), which 
enabled a single teacher at each of the schools to handle such large 
numbers. The board of the society proudly noted the "pleasing pros-
pect that the benefits to be derived from the Lancasterian method 
of instruction, will very soon be more generally known and en-
joyed, in the United States."38 
Public education in the form ofliterary and scientific societies 
was not necessarily thriving in 1816. New England set the standard, 
but their institutions were suffering from neglect, as a report of a 
Massachusetts legislative committee showed. The American Acad-
emy of Arts and Sciences, established in 1780, had occupied a room 
in the State House until 1812, but its library and collection was 
now housed in a rented room ($100 annually), "subject, at every 
moment, to be ejected, at the will of the landlord." Its income for 
1815 was only $134 from private sources, with nothing from the 
legislature. The Massachusetts Historical Society, established in 1791, 
likewise had received no patronage from the legislature, except the 
copyright of a map, producing $300 for the society. The library's 
3000 volumes, as well as the newspapers, manuscripts, and other 
collections were deposited on the third floor over the arch in Franklin 
Place, "in danger ofbeing wiped out by fire."The society had raised 
and expended nearly $7000 in publishing and distributing thirteen 
volumes of historical collections, and its cash balance in 1816 stood 
at $14.28. The Boston Athenaeum, established in 1807, also received 
no public financial assistance. Its 10,000-volume library, "inferior 
to none on the continent, that ofHarvard University only excepted," 
was housed in a wooden building in the central part of Boston. Its 
present income was inadequate to meet ordinary expenses, and it 
certainly had no funds for book procurement. The Linnean Society 
(a museum of natural history) had a collection valued at only $4000. 
The Agricultural Society of Massachusetts had received a small sum 
from the legislature, but it had no room to exhibit its machines, and 
its library was housed at the Athenaeum, exposed to the same dan-
ger of fire. 39 
The committee's solution was for the state to provide $50,000 
so that the societies could concentrate their libraries and collections 
in a central, convenient public building. The committee contrasted 
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the parsimony of Massachusetts with other states. New York, for 
example, purchased Dr. David Hosack's botanic garden for $80,000 
in 1810. It had granted the medical society $50,000 and the New 
York Historical Society $12,000. Pennsylvania's support for Charles 
W Peale's museum, they said, was "more than thirty times greater, 
in each year, than the legislature of Massachusetts have ever ex-
tended to all the literary societies ... in the whole course of their 
existence."40 
Peale had another view of his situation. In an address to the 
citizens of Philadelphia on July 18, 1816, he lamented how he and 
his museum were treated. When he learned the city had purchased 
the State House, he believed he would finally obtain a permanent 
site for his museum, but the annual rent "amounted to a total ex-
pulsion." He had acquired his collection at great expense to him-
self, but he believed his museum was a great public benefit to 
Philadelphia. Many came to see his collection, and their visit was a 
"means of bringing wealth into our city." Maintenance of the mu-
seum and a large family, he declared, had always kept him poor. He 
had repeatedly asked the legislature ofPennsylvania for support. In 
1802, they had granted him the use of the upper rooms of the State 
House. In 1815, the legislature enacted a law authorizing the county 
commissioners to let the museum stay in the State House, provided 
he pay a rent of $400 per annum. He had paid it, but at the last 
legislature they sold the State House to the City of Philadelphia, 
and a committee had proposed the museum should pay an annual 
rent of$1600, which far exceeded his ability to pay. It was up to the 
people to decide whether the museum should remain "amongst 
the national ornaments or useful improvements which Philadelphia 
has given to the western world, or whether it shall be driven like an 
outcast ... to some more liberal or opulent city."41 
The reception ofPeale's implicit threat to remove his museum 
to another city was mixed. The council remained unmoved by his 
plea, but many prominent citizens supported him and sought a com-
promise. Peale even visited New York City, where he was received 
well, but eventually a compromise was reached on the rent, and his 
museum remained in the Pennsylvania State House. 42 
Of all of the issues attracting the humanitarian impulse, the most 
sensitive and deserving of attention was slavery. Slavery had its crit-
ics during the colonial period, but the Revolutionary War gave an 
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impetus to the anti-slavery movement. Many northern states either 
abolished slavery or adopted gradual emancipation. The issue was 
too sensitive to be addressed directly in the Constitution, which did 
not mention slavery, but it recognized the institution. The Found-
ing Fathers have been criticized for not doing more to end slavery, 
but defenders have argued they narrowed the scope of slavery and 
made it a Southern or "peculiar institution," sowing the seed of its 
eventual destruction. 43 
The period between 1808, when Congress banned the further 
importation of slaves, and 1831, when William Lloyd Garrison be-
gan his crusade for abolitionism, has generally been considered a 
quiet period in the anti-slavery movement. Nevertheless, Ameri-
cans in 1816 were very conscious of the evils of slavery, and there 
was more agitation against the institution than might be imagined. 
Many were also aware of a growing international condemnation of 
the slave trade. Calls for its suppression were included both in the 
declaration of the Europe nations in the Congress ofVienna and in 
the Treaty ofGhent which ended the War of1812. 
Americans were also aware of the potential danger of slavery. At 
least two slave conspiracies were uncovered in 1816 that could have 
had tragic consequences. In Virginia, a white man, George Boxley, 
apparently conceiving himself as a liberator, conspired with slaves 
to march on Fredericksburg and then on to Richmond. A slave 
informant, however, prevented the rebellion from happening. About 
half a dozen slaves were executed and a like number were banished. 
Another plot by slaves was also foiled by a slave informant near 
Camden, South Carolina, which was to have started on the Fourth 
of July. Six slaves were hanged and others were also banished. 44 
Evidence of a growing hostility against slavery was manifested 
even in the South. A convention held in Lick Creek Meeting House 
in Greene County, Tennessee, on November 21, 1815, organized 
the Manumission Society ofTennessee.The prime mover was Elihu 
Embree, a Quaker who later published an anti-slavery journal in 
Jonesboro, Tennessee. An address to the people ofTennessee by the 
society condemned slavery and expressed sympathy for "this much 
injured people ... groaning under the iron hand of oppression-
retained in involuntary subjection-doomed to wear the chains of 
perpetual slavery." They added, "we cannot exercise an unjust do-
minion over a fellow creature, but that by a wise ordering of provi-
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dence we unavoidably injure ourselves." The tenth article of the 
Treaty of Ghent declaring the slave traffic "irreconcilable with the 
principles of humanity & justice" was cited favorably. They pledged 
to work to "avert the impending storm, designed to scourge those 
who persist in stubborn disobedience to the eternal rules of jus-
tice." Slavery was declared to be "repugnant to the principles of the 
Christian religion," and ministers of the Gospel were encouraged 
"to promote the glorious work of undoing the heavy burdens, and 
letting the oppressed go free." Article twelve of the society's consti-
tution urged its members to help elect governors and representa-
tives to the various legislatures that would work for gradual 
emancipation. 45 
At about the same time, an organization founded in Ohio un-
der the influence of Benjamin Lundy called the Union Humane 
Society, called upon all who were "willing to aid and assist in devis-
ing means to release them from the chains which have so long held 
them in the most grievous bondage." Others were urged to form 
societies to work for emancipation. 46 
On January 9, 1816, the American Convention for the Aboli-
tion of Slavery met in Philadelphia. Representatives from Pennsyl-
vania, New York, and Delaware condemned the slave trade and 
adopted resolutions to distribute literature against it and to draft a 
memorial to Congress regarding restriction of this traffic. The me-
morial they adopted noted, among other things, that the 1808 law 
barring the further importation of slaves into the United States was 
being evaded and that many Africans were being smuggled into the 
southern states. They called for strengthening the law and its penal-
ties. They also complained of the kidnapping of free blacks in the 
northern states and selling them into slavery in the South. 47 It should 
be noted that slavery still existed in the North. Slaves were still 
being offered for sale in New York newspapers. New York City, in a 
census taken in April 1816, counted 617 slaves (228 males and 309 
females) and 7774 free blacks in a total population of100, 519.48 
Representative John Sergeant from Pennsylvania presented the 
society's memorial regarding the slave trade to Congress on Febru-
ary 27. On March 1, John Randolph, himself a slave owner, stood 
up and denounced the slave trade that was at that very moment 
being carried on "under their very noses; proceedings that were a 
crying sin before God and man; a practice which ... was not sur-
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passed for abomination in any part of the earth." Nowhere, he added, 
"was there so great and so infamous a slave market as in the me-
tropolis, in the very Seat of Government of this nation, which 
prided itself on freedom." Randolph made it clear he did not wish 
to interfere in the relationship between an owner and his slave; he 
had voted against a bill to ban the slave trade because it assumed the 
prerogative to interfere in that right of property, but he emphasized 
that he was no advocate of"the most infernal traffic that has ever 
stained the annals of the human race." He moved the Committee 
of the District of Columbia devise some speedy means to end it. 49 
When the chair of that committee, fellow Virginian Henry St. 
George Tucker, demurred, Randolph offered to take his share in the 
enterprise. He was aware, he said, that the demands of cotton, to-
bacco, and sugar created a demand for slaves. "The increase in the 
price," he noted, "was the temptation for which their base, hard-
hearted masters sold out of their families the negroes who had been 
raised among them." He related that he was lately mortified when 
a foreigner of high rank said to him, "You call this the land of 
liberty, and every day that passes there are done in it at which the 
despotisms of Europe would be horror struck and disgusted." De-
spite some opposition, a resolution passed and Randolph was desig-
nated to chair the committee. On April 30, he reported testimony 
collected by his committee, but no other facts or opinions were 
offered. The report was ordered to lie on the table. 50 
The Philadelphia convention also noted that many blacks re-
mained in bondage because slaveholders who wished to emanci-
pate their slaves saw no means of removing them from their midst. 
They suggested setting aside a part of the United States territory 
"for the colonization oflegally emancipated blacks."The conven-
tion was not the first to suggest a scheme for colonizing freed slaves. 
The idea of setting aside an area in the territory of the United 
States was proposed, in fact, by the Kentucky Colonization Society 
at its annual meeting in Frankfort in October 1815.Their proposal 
was addressed in the House ofRepresentatives by Thomas Robertson 
of Louisiana on January 18, 1816. His committee recommended 
the petition not be granted. Among the disadvantages of establish-
ing a settlement of freed slaves on the frontier was the concern that 
they might combine as our enemies with Indian neighbors or with 
European nations who had settlements adjacent to the United States. 
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They might also encourage slaves to run away from their masters, as 
well as providing a haven for escapees.51 
Perhaps the most spirited denunciation of slavery in this year 
was by the Rev. George Bourne, an English-born Presbyterian, who 
lived in Virginia. His work, The Book and Slavery Irreconcilable, de-
nounced slavery so vigorously that disciplinary action was taken by 
his church, and he was forced to flee the South. 52 Bourne asserted 
that, "Every man who holds slaves and who pretends to be a Chris-
tian or a Republican, is either an incurable idiot who cannot distin-
guish good from evil, or an obdurate sinner who resolutely defies 
every social, moral, and divine requisition." He particularly attacked 
ministers who defended slavery, "perverting the word of God, into 
a sanction of their abominations." The laws supporting slavery, he 
declared, denied the doctrine of natural rights and were a lie, and he 
left no doubt that he was calling for the abolition of slavery. Through-
out he used terms like "man-stealers" and "man-thief." He dis-
missed those who declared slavery an evil but opposed measures to 
eradicate it as inconsistent with the national interest. "What is this," 
he asked, "but to establish a competition between God and Mam-
mon, and to adjudge the preference to the latter." His uncompro-
mising attack upon slavery has often been cited as influencing the 
leading abolitionist, William Lloyd Garrison. 53 
In August 1816, the Columbian United Abolition Society was 
formed in Eaton, Ohio. The new society was moderate, calling upon 
its members to promote the gradual abolition of slavery. It addressed 
the people of Ohio and Indiana, contending that the arguments of 
those who asked, "what shall we do with them," were a dangerous 
maxim "to make necessity a plea for injustice."54 The president of 
the new society was David Purviance, a senator in the Ohio legisla-
ture, and his attitude may have been shaped in part by a dispute in 
the Ohio Senate in January 1816 on a proposed bill regulating blacks 
and mulattoes. The bill would have required, among other things, 
blacks or mulattoes entering the state to post a $500 bond so that 
they would not become chargeable to any township or county for 
maintenance. Purviance's motion to reject this article was defeated, 
14-13, as was his motion to strike the $50 fine for harboring a 
fugitive. Another article required blacks and mulattoes migrating 
into the state to file a certificate with the clerk of court of common 
pleas as evidence of their freedom, subject to presentation of evi-
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dence of a right to their service by a citizen of the United States, as 
provided by the federal fugitive slave law. A motion to prohibit blacks 
and mulattoes from being witnesses against any white person was, 
however, defeated, 16-12, and eventually the whole bill was de-
feated by a tie vote, 14-14. It should be noted, however, that the 
Ohio legislature in 1816 did include a thinly disguised anti-black 
section in an act for the relief of the poor. Any person who would 
likely become a township charge could be warned to depart and, 
failing to do so, they could be forcibly removed out of the county 
or state. 55 
Despite the Northwest Ordinance of 1787 which forbade sla-
very or involuntary servitude, various forms of bondage existed 
during this period in the areas north of the Ohio River (Ohio, 
Indiana, and Illinois), generally under the subterfuge oflong-term 
indentured servants, but also including rental contracts, enforce-
ment statutes, as well as recognizing slave status for those residing in 
the territory before 1787. An anti-slavery attitude was reflected, 
however, in the Indiana Constitution when it was admitted in 1816. 
The constitution explicitly banned slavery and involuntary servi-
tude and, in a unique piece of constitution writing, allowed the 
constitution to be revised, but declared, "no alteration of this con-
stitution shall ever take place so as to introduce slavery or involun-
tary servitude in this state."56 
Elsewhere the humanitarian impulse also was reflected in ef-
forts to establish schools for African-Americans. One example was 
by the Synod of New York and New Jersey of the Presbyterian 
Church of the United States. At a meeting in New York City in 
October 1816, the directors of the African School issued an address 
to the public stating the goals of the synod. The primary objective 
was to educate young men of" respectable talents, sound discretion, 
[and] undoubted piety" to become teachers and preachers to their 
race. The directors assured the public of the caution and prudence 
of their proceedings and that only the most faithful and discreet 
would be selected "to inculcate subordination according to the ap-
ostolic example."57 The fact the directors went to such extremes to 
reassure the public that they had nothing to fear from educating 
African-Americans suggested that such efforts to integrate free blacks 
into American society, while it was a viable option, was expected to 
meet with resistance. An apparently preferable option was also be-
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ing explored at this time and presented to the public-that of re-
moving free blacks from their midst and colonizing them back to 
Africa. 
The leading figure in the colonization movement was the Rev. 
Robert Finley, a Presbyterian minister in Basking Ridge, New Jer-
sey. It may be that Finley derived his first interest in such a society 
indirectly from Charles Fenton Mercer, a member of the Virginia 
House of Delegates, who learned in the spring of 1816 about secret 
resolutions passed by the Virginia legislature in 1800 to colonize the 
slaves involved in the Gabriel plot. Mercer enthusiastically took up 
the idea himself, and in the summer of 1816, on his way north, he 
visited Washington, D.C., and there elaborated his ideas for a colo-
nization society to Francis Scott Key, an influential Georgetown 
lawyer, and Elias Boudinot Caldwell, a clerk of the Supreme Court. 
The latter wrote to his brother-in-law, Finley, who took up the idea 
as his own. Mercer also visited friends in Baltimore, Philadelphia, 
and New York City, spreading his ideas about colonization as he 
went. No doubt, Mercer's activity elicited discussion about such an 
organization, which influenced Finley to initiate such a plan. 58 
Of course, colonization was an old idea, and it did not originate 
in 1816. Proposals for black emigration to Africa went back to the 
eighteenth century. Quakers were particularly associated with this 
idea, but there were British influences as well. A Quaker physician, 
William Thornton, came to the United States in 1786 and actively 
promoted colonization ofblacks to Africa. 59 A Quaker convert, Paul 
Cuffe, a free black who had become a successful and wealthy mer-
chant in Massachusetts, was involved for many years in advocating 
the return of free blacks in America to Sierra Leone, a British colony 
in Africa. Cuffe was a Pan-Africanist who believed that emigration 
of free blacks to Africa would not only benefit them but Africa as 
well. In December 1815, Cuffe paid the passage of and carried thirty-
eight free blacks to Sierra Leone. While Cuffe communicated with 
other advocates of colonization, including Finley, his untimely death 
in September 1817 prevented him from having a direct involve-
ment in the new society. 60 
In November 1816, Finley presented his plan for a colonization 
society at a meeting in Princeton, New Jersey. Unlike Mercer, Finley 
apparently conceived a society that would encourage voluntary 
emancipation, and he believed federal support was necessary to carry 
208 1816 
out such a scheme. Several resolutions were passed at this meeting 
urging their legislature to seek support from Congress. 61 In De-
cember, Finley journeyed to Washington, D.C. where he enlisted 
the support of numerous influential men, particularly Caldwell and 
Key. He also published his views in a pamphlet, Thoughts on Coloni-
zation, which attracted further notice. His eight-page pamphlet ar-
gued essentially that blacks would always be kept down by prejudices 
if they lived among white men. Whites also would be hurt by their 
presence and would tend to rely on black labor rather than devel-
oping habits of industry. His message was non-threatening to 
slaveholders. Laws could be passed, he argued, "permitting emanci-
pation of slaves on condition that they shall be colonized." Such an 
undertaking needed "the patronage of the nation," which would 
also "repair the injuries done to humanity by our ancestors by re-
storing to independence those who were forced from their native 
land, and are now found among us."62 
The support of prominent figures were enlisted, such as Su-
preme Court Justice BushrodWashington, Speaker Henry Clay, and 
several congressmen and senators, includingJohn Randolph, Samuel 
Smith, Daniel Webster, and Robert H. Goldsborough, and clergy-
men, as well as numerous other distinguished individuals from the 
District of Columbia and the surrounding region ofVirginia and 
Maryland. Colonization publicity was also published in the Daily 
National Intelligencer, which culminated in a meeting presided by 
Clay in the Davis Hotel in Washington, D.C., on December 21, 
1816.63 In his opening remarks, Clay noted the "unconquerable 
prejudices" against free blacks. He revealed his own motives when 
he cited colonization as a noble cause, "to rid our country of a 
useless and pernicious, if not dangerous portion of its population." 
He warned those present to avoid the delicate question of emanci-
pation, noting that was the condition on which the men of the 
South and West had attended this meeting.64 
Whether Finley had intended it or not, his proposed society 
had been made respectable. He may have clung to his belief until 
his death in 1817 that colonization would eventually emancipate 
the slaves, but the distinguished gentlemen who participated in this 
meeting made it clear that slavery had nothing to fear from the 
colonization movement. Other speakers argued that free blacks could 
never become valuable citizens and that colonization was the only 
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solution. John Randolph even argued that colonization would make 
slave property more secure by removing the free blacks who were a 
source of mischief and discontent among slaves, as well as hatching 
insurrection plots and serving as depositories of stolen goods. 65 
A second meeting was held on December 28 in the hall of the 
House of Representatives, where a constitution for the American 
Society for Colonizing the Free People of Color in the United 
States was adopted. On New Year's Day, 1817, the first annual meet-
ing was held in the Davis Hotel, with Clay again presiding. Bushrod 
Washington was chosen president, and a distinguished group of thir-
teen vice-presidents, headed by Speaker Clay and Secretary of the 
Treasury William Harris Crawford. General Andrew Jackson's name 
was included, on whose authority is unclear. The Rev. Robert Finley 
was also added. The real work of the society would be carried out 
by a board of managers, among whom were Francis Scott Key and 
several clergymen. Elias Caldwell was named the executive secre-
tary.Although Charles Fenton Mercer was not involved in the meet-
ings forming the society, he was elected to the House of 
Representatives and became, as one historian noted, "the virtual 
leader of the society."66 
The response, both in the North and South, was generally fa-
vorable. Free blacks, however, reacted unfavorably. One protest meet-
ing in Philadelphia condemned the stigma cast upon them, declaring 
that the United States was their home. A similar meeting of free 
blacks in Richmond protested colonization in Africa, but they pro-
posed a colony in the West beyond the Mississippi River. The Vir-
ginia legislature, led by Mercer, had already adopted resolutions 
favoring a federal scheme of colonization, and instructed their sena-
tors arid congressmen to support the idea.67 It was critical to gain 
the support of the federal government, and thus a memorial from 
the new society was introduced into the House by John Randolph 
on January 14, 1817, asking Congress to create a colony for free 
blacks in Africa. 68 
The report of the House Committee on the African Slave Trade 
on February 11, 1817, was a disappointment for the society. Timo-
thy Pickering, reporting for the committee, suggested that instead 
of a separate colony the United States should make a proposition to 
the British to accept colonists in Sierra Leone, and if they refused, 
then they should negotiate with the British and other powers to 
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guarantee the neutrality of any colony established by the United 
States on the African coast. 69 
When the British declined the proposition, the society again 
pressed Congress for such a colony, but despite the particular efforts 
ofWilliam Crawford and the support of President James Monroe, 
the federal government's contribution was indirect and limited. Not 
until the early 1820s was the society able to establish the colony of 
Liberia on the west coast of Africa, and it never met the expecta-
tions of its managers. 70 As late as 1830, less than 1500 free blacks had 
made the passage back to Africa. By the 1830s abolitionists ques-
tioned whether the colonization society was a benevolent associa-
tion at all, because of its indifference to race prejudice and slavery, 
and it began a slow decline. 71 In truth, while it may have been born 
out of a humanitarian impulse, it not only failed to address the evil 
of slavery, it also did not confront the ultimate question of racism. 
The colonization society's basic premise, that the two races could 
not live together, led to an unrealistic solution that was destined to 
fail. 
The humanitarian impulse displayed by Americans in 1816, while 
creditable, did not challenge the basic structure of their republican 
experiment. Essentially, reformers saw their community as.funda-
mentally good but flawed, and they sought to improve and make it 
better. Clearly, there was also a strong element of social control 
emanating from these efforts. While citizens increasingly exercised 
their collective influence in the nation's social sphere, their involve-
ment in national politics remained defined primarily by regional 
and self-interest.Americans in 1816 had begun to grapple with the 
implications of a growing participation in the governance of their 
society, such as their reaction to the Compensation Act of1816, but 
the presidential election of 1816 captured no such notice from the 
average citizen. 
Chapter 12 
Election of 1816 
Historians have found little excitement during the 1816 presiden-
tial campaign. One writer characterized it as "dull as dishwater." 
Nor have other historians had much to say about this election; it has 
been largely ignored. 1 Nevertheless, the race was hardly devoid of 
interest. Opposition to the mode of nomination by party caucus, 
which became a major issue in 1824, was strongly articulated in 
1816. The caucus in 1816 began and ended in intrigue. William 
Harris Crawford probably lost his opportunity to be president be-
cause he was reluctant to grasp it, while the nomination went to 
James Monroe, whose primary qualification seemed to be that he 
was, like three candidates before him, a Virginian. 
The Federalist Party was reeling from criticism of their conduct 
against the War of 1812. Until its final days, the War of 1812 had 
seemed a boon to the Federalist cause. They had enjoyed marked 
success in the 1814 elections, gaining majorities in the legislatures 
of New England, Maryland, and Delaware, and strong minorities in 
New York, Pennsylvania, and New Jersey. However,Andrew Jackson's 
incredible victory over the British at New Orleans and the Treaty 
of Ghent, which ended the war, turned the tide against the Feder-
alists. They were further tarnished by the anti-war, potentially se-
cessionist Hartford Convention in late 1814, which turned public 
opinion strongly against them and saddled Federalists with the brand 
of"treason." Ultimately, they declined even to field a candidate for 
president. Although newspapers and political pamphlets kept issues 
boiling, the public seemed far more interested in other matters, 
such as the weather in the summer of1816 and the Compensation 
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Act, than in who was to be the new ChiefMagistrate.The outcome 
was more an "acclamation" than an election. 
Another nail in the Federalist coffin was when Republicans in 
the Fourteenth Congress seemed to appropriate the Federalist po-
litical agenda for themselves. President James Madison, his popular-
ity restored by the favorable outcome of the war, recommended 
Federalist measures such as a stronger military and a recharter of the 
Bank of the United States. The Republican response of strengthen-
ing the army and the navy, passing a protective tariff, and recharter-
ing a Second Bank of the U.S., caused Federalists at first to express 
their delight at this turn-around, but they soon came to see that 
they had in fact been politically preempted. Ex-President John Adams 
observed, "Our two great parties have crossed over the valley and 
taken possession of each other's mountain."2 
The nomination of James Monroe by the Republicans was by 
no means a certainty as the new year of 1816 approached. In fact, 
the prevailing political mood in Washington was apathy and a lack 
of partisan acrimony. On December 9, 1815, Albert Gallatin, just 
returned from a visit to Washington D.C., wrote John Quincy Adams, 
"There is at this moment less apparent party agitation than I had 
known for a long time; but," he added, "it will be sufficiently re-
newed by the Presidential election."3 Indeed, the election was be-
ginning to stir interest. A former governor of New York, Morgan 
Lewis, speculated to New York congressman John W Taylor that 
James Madison might be enticed to run for a third term. The most 
important reason was that it would "give us a man from the An-
cient Dominion for four years instead of eight; or more probably 
sixteen." Madison, he noted, was only a little older than Monroe, 
and staying in the presidency would make Monroe too advanced in 
age to be his successor. Moreover, Lewis added, "Madison is quick, 
temperate and clear. Monroe slow, passionate and dull. Madison's 
word may always be relied on ... I am sorry to say I cannot bear the 
same testimony to Monroe."4 
Monroe had been denied in his bid to "leap-frog" Madison 
eight years previously. He had patched up his differences with Madi-
son and was admitted back into the good graces of the administra-
tion. In fact, Monroe as secretary of state had added strength and 
resolve to Madison's presidency. During the War of 1812 Monroe 
had intrigued for a military appointment. At one point he con-
Election of 1816 21 3 
trived to replace Gen. Henry Dearborn on the Northern front. 
Then he sought to replace Gen. William Hull on the Western fron-
tier, only to be frustrated by Kentucky's appointment of Gen. Wil-
liam Henry Harrison. Monroe perceived Secretary ofWar John 
Armstrong Jr. as a rival for the presidency, and he fretted when 
Armstrong went to observe operations on the Northern front in 
1813. While he was away, Monroe actively undercut Armstrong in 
the War Department, and he carried on a secret correspondence 
with Armstrong's generals. The capture ofWashington, D.C., in Au-
gust 1814 ruined Armstrong's reputation. Monroe's conduct during 
the British attack on Washington, D.C., was responsible more than 
he would admit, for the fall of Armstrong. Henry Adams, with some 
exaggeration, characterized Monroe's actions during this period as 
"a coup d 'etat."5 Monroe replaced Armstrong as secretary of war in 
the last months of the war. He confided to his son-in-law, George 
W Hay, regarding his bustling activity during this period, "I hoped 
to place myself most distinctly on my own ground, not only, as to 
the part I had acted, in regard to the defence of this city, but certain 
traits of character, on which I set some value, and which it required 
some exertion on my part to bring into view."6 
Monroe enjoyed solid support from Virginia, and a state caucus 
had already chosen electors favorable to him. Care had been taken 
to avoid a personal endorsement; no doubt they were aware of the 
stigma developing against another "Virginia candidate." The Wash-
ington D. C. Daily National Intelligencer, although strongly in Monroe's 
camp, nevertheless printed a jibe from the Green Mountain Farmer 
giving six reasons why Monroe must be the next president:"1st. He 
was born in Virginia. 2nd. He was educated in Virginia. 3rd. He lives 
in Virginia. 4th.Washington,Jefferson and Madison were and are of 
Virginia. 5th. He is a friend ofVirginia. 6th. The last two Presidents 
lived in Virginia."7 
Thomas Jefferson said of his friend Monroe, in an oft-quoted 
remark, that his "soul might be turned wrong side outwards with-
out discovering a blemish to the world."Yet in 1816 many were 
aware that this observation was from 1786 and referred to a far 
younger and less adroit political man than now sought the succes-
sion. His mental powers were not generally admired; one-time Vice 
President Aaron Burr declared in a letter to his son-in-law on the 
impending nomination of Monroe that he found him "stupid and 
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illiterate ... improper, hypocritical, and indecisive."8 Burr preferred 
Andrew Jackson. 
A potential rival to Monroe was New York Governor Daniel D. 
Tompkins, who was being touted by friends in NewYork for the 
presidency. Tompkins had been an effective war governor, despite a 
lack of funds and militia failures. One drawback was his lack of 
experience at the federal level and no name recognition outside his 
state. Congressman Jonathan Fisk of New York doubted that 
Tompkins was up to the job. He noted in a letter to John WTaylor 
on December 31, 1815, that while Tompkins was "honest, patriotic, 
and well attached to the Constitution," he was "too young, and 
even too volatile, for the gravity, dignity, and vast responsibility of 
that elevated station." Fisk believed De Witt Clinton's friends were 
promoting Tompkins to remove him from the state and pave the 
way for Clinton to become governor. Fisk asserted that "the great 
mass of the party in this city and state" were satisfied with Monroe. 
"He is certainly the most prominent public character;" he wrote, 
"public opinion centers upon him."9 
Nevertheless, on February 14, the Republicans of the New York 
legislature formally nominated Tompkins for the presidency. A week 
later, lacking a viable alternative, the legislature also renominated 
Tompkins for governor-an event that caused the Daily National 
Intelligencer to comment archly: "We thought the Republican mem-
bers of the Legislature ofNewYork had recommended Mr.Tompkins 
as a candidate for the Presidency of the U. States. Perhaps this was 
an error." 10 In truth, though fully backing their governor, New 
York Republicans found little interest in him outside the state, and 
he had no support south of the Potomac. Jabez Hammond, a con-
gressman and historian, suggested to Martin Van Buren that the best 
way to promote Tompkins' interest was "to divide the southern 
interests" by initially supporting William Harris Crawford of Geor-
gia over Monroe. In fact,Van Buren was leaning towards Crawford 
anyway in hopes of a Crawford/Van Buren ticket in the future. 11 
According to a" confidant," three days before the congressional 
caucus, Tompkins stated that he had little hope of his own success, 
and he had already ruled out accepting the post of secretary of state. 
He was said to be certain to accept the vice presidency under 
Crawford, and he might do so under Monroe, although in the latter 
case he would prefer to remain as governor. 12 
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William Harris Crawford, by Asher Brown Durand. National Por-
trait Gallery, Smithsonian Institution, Washington, D.C. 
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Crawford was a far more formidable rival, around whom the 
opposition to Monroe began to coalesce. The big, impressive secre-
tary of war enjoyed substantial strength in the South and West. 
Jonathan Fisk, although he supported Monroe, admitted, "I am not 
insensible to the commanding merits of Mr. Crawford .... His age 
and experience render him, not a candidate of equal claim to Mr. 
Munro ... yet I am the decided friend of Mr. C. I know him to be 
a man of pure principles, great mind and capabilities of the best 
achievements." 13 
On February 9, the Federalist New York Evening Post reported 
that a "letter from Washington" had informed the paper that an 
early determination by House members of the likely caucus choices 
were Rufus King and Langdon Cheves for the Federalists and Wil-
liam H. Crawford and Daniel D. Tompkins for the Republicans. 14 
Four days later, the Daily National Intelligencer quoted a letter from 
Boston to the effect that Federalists, despairing of a candidate of 
their own, might better support Crawford. This administration news-
paper, of course, urged the Republican Party not to let the opposi-
tion dictate its choice. However, whether this was part of any" divide 
and conquer" strategy, Federalist as well as Republican support be-
gan to swing Crawford's way. 15 
Through February the Georgian seemed to be consistently gain-
ing strength. Several newspapers declared that he could have the 
nomination if he would only stretch forth his hand to grasp it. It 
was suggested that Kentucky and Pennsylvania were in Crawford's 
corner, and once its "favorite son" was denied, New York would 
also support Crawford strongly over Monroe. 16 
All of this came despite the fact that Crawford had apparently 
withdrawn as a candidate in January. The Daily National Intelligencer 
reported this fact on January 17 and applauded it as "the disinter-
estedness of a virtuous and firm republican." On February 1, it 
published a letter by Georgia Senator William W Bibb, who claimed 
to speak for Crawford. The Georgian, he said, "did not consider 
himself among the number of those from whom the selection ought 
to be made, and that he was unwilling to be held up as a competitor 
for that office."17 
Bibb's statement was apparently fully authorized by Crawford, 
who also told Erastus Root of New York that if elected he would 
not serve. Yet the people of the country did not fully credit these 
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statements, and no clarifications or re-statements were forthcom-
ing. The reason, it appears, was that the non-candidate was having 
second thoughts. 18 
Crawford, personally friendly to Monroe, had obviously been 
subjected to great pressures to allow the Virginian his turn at the 
helm. He was young enough to wait eight years, at which time he 
would enjoy undivided Republican support. Swayed by this rea-
soning and by appeals to party loyalty, Crawford had authorized the 
disavowals of his candidacy and assured Monroe of his personal 
support. The continued and growing public support for him, how-
ever, left him uncertain how to respond. 19 
On February 8, the New York Patriot trumpeted a letter that 
seemed to confirm its earlier assertion that Crawford's withdrawal 
was not to be credited, that Bibb spoke only for himself. The Wash-
ington City Weekly Gazette noted wryly: "Those who support Mr. 
Crawford for the presidency cannot be accused of being political 
infants. They have no occasion for a bib."20 
While many debated who the caucus nominee would be, oth-
ers were attacking the caucus mode of nomination. Perhaps the 
most influential was a pamphlet extracted from the best-selling book 
of the era, Mathew Carey's The Olive Branch. Carey denied the claim 
of caucus defenders that anything but the caucus method would 
lead to anarchy, calling it a "flimsy covering." He detailed four ob-
jections to the system: first, that the caucus was "unequal and un-
just;" second, that it turned the nation's capital into "a scene of 
intrigue;" third, that it represented a dangerous "mixture" of the 
executive and the legislative branches; and fourth, that the caucus 
was "blatantly unconstitutional."21 An appendix included an ex-
tract from the Louisville Correspondent, dated December 11, 1815, in 
which the editor lamented that the people seemed to be awaiting a 
nomination from Washington, D.C., and cited the "pernicious con-
sequences of the growing usurpation of the Washington palace nomi-
nation." He suggested the Kentucky legislature should step in 
"Roman like, between the Republic and destruction."22 
Many newspapers attacked the caucus, but none exceeded the 
Annapolis Maryland Gazette, a Federalist paper, which kept up a 
steady stream of anti-caucus articles throughout the year. 23 Federal-
ists may have attacked the caucus to discredit the Republican can-
didate, but even the Daily National Intelligencer, the administration 
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paper, called for some other means than one often "subject to the 
influence of conditions which ought to have no bearing on the 
question."24 Also, there was growing unease about a caucus nomi-
nation among members of Congress. John W Taylor, for example, 
wrote privately to his wife Jane that he had always been opposed to 
congressional caucuses, as "The management & electioneering which 
generally precedes them organize factions of the most dangerous 
character."25 Fellow New Yorker Thomas P. Grosvenor expressed 
the view of many congressmen when he declared, "the Executive 
finds no difficulty in designating his successor with greater cer-
tainty than could the first tyrants of imperial Rome." 26 
In Monroe's papers in the Library of Congress there is a private 
memorandum he wrote discussing the virtues of the caucus system 
of nomination. It was to be preferred, he wrote, over other meth-
ods, such as a convention. Members of Congress might exceed their 
constitutionally delegated powers, he argued, "but they act, under a 
responsibility to their constituents," and their conduct would be 
approved or not "as it corresponds or opposes their sentiments & 
views."27 Even after the caucus was used to nominate Monroe, it 
remained an issue throughout the campaign. The administration 
press felt it necessary to respond to defend the system.The Muskingum 
(OH) Messenger, for example, claimed that the caucus had merely 
"confirmed" a selection already made by the people, while the New 
York Patriot saw the caucus nomination as only a "recommenda-
tion" and thus as no "usurpation."When the Catskill (NY) Recorder 
revealed that its initial misgivings about the caucus had been as-
suaged by the choice of the perfect candidates, the Daily National 
Intelligencer could not resist asking why in that case the New York 
delegation had gone so strongly for Crawford. 28 
While criticism of the caucus system of nomination appeared 
with increasing frequency in the press, the reaction of the Nashville 
VVhig in early February no doubt expressed the views of many when 
they asked why had nothing been done so far to call a caucus? One 
possible reason for delay was that Monroe would have preferred to 
forego the caucus, which might have favored Crawford. Glowing 
recommendations of Monroe by pro-administration newspapers, 
however, seemed to have stemmed the groundswell for Crawford. 29 
On March 10, "an unknown person" posted a notice to Re-
publican members of both houses, announcing a caucus meeting 
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on the twelfth to consider nominations for president and vice presi-
dent. No one professed to know the author of the call, but when 
only fifty-eight of the 141 Republican members arrived for the 
meeting, it was obvious no nomination could be made that would 
command popular respect. Senator Jeremiah Morrow of Ohio then 
suggested a formal call for a meeting on March 16.30 
The Federalist New York Evening Post, which had derided the 
coming caucus as a virtual "coronation," seemed amused that the 
postponement had been necessary when it was discovered that the 
"Crawfordites outnumbered the Monroeites."31 It is very possible 
that the anonymous notice had come from supporters of Crawford, 
although almost certainJy without his knowledge. The Monroe forces, 
taken aback, had boycotted the meeting to rally their people in the 
intervening time before the sixteenth. 
When the caucus met on that date, all but twenty-two of the 
Republican members were present. That this system of nomination 
was under attack can be clearly seen in the initial resolution pro-
posed by Henry Clay: "That it is inexpedient to make in Caucus, 
any recommendation to the good people of the United States, of 
persons, in the judgment of this meeting, fit and suitable to fill the 
offices ofPresident andVice-President of the United States."32 Clay's 
resolution, and a similar one proposed by John WTaylor, were voted 
down. It was obvious that the eventual winner would not escape a 
certain stigma. 
Georgia's two senators, following instructions from Crawford, 
passed the word among their fellow legislators that the secretary of 
war had been persuaded to postpone his candidacy until1824.As a 
result, several Crawford supporters absented themselves from the 
caucus. When the first (and only) tally showed sixty-five for Mon-
roe and fifty-four for Crawford, the effect was surprise, even shock. 
The votes ofVirginia (eleven votes) comprised the margin of 
Monroe's victory over a man who had withdrawn his name two 
months earlier. 
Although he received a "torrent of ridicule and abuse" for hav-
ing allowed his name to be proposed in opposition to Monroe, 
Crawford had never been "officially" a candidate at all. He had, in 
fact, specifically instructed his managers that in the event he should 
lose in the caucus vote, they were to issue a statement that his name 
had been presented without his consent. That they neglected to do 
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so, Crawford always felt, led to the lack of administration support 
for his candidacy eight years later. 33 
After New York's Tompkins was endorsed for the vice presi-
dency by eighty-five votes to thirty for Pennsylvania Governor Simon 
Snyder, the caucus adjourned, and the press (and historians) were 
left to speculate on what might have been. Several papers noted that 
Crawford would certainly have been nominated had he made even 
the slightest effort on his behalf, or if the caucus had been held the 
previous month. Niles'Weekly Register sought to blunt the argument 
of the Crawfordites by estimating that of the members not attend-
ing the caucus, "more than three-fourths" would have supported 
Monroe.34 
Crawford was very displeased that his supporters had "bungled" 
their efforts. Several historians have focused on Crawford having 
given his word personally to Monroe that he wished only a suffi-
cient show of strength to be credible as the successor in 1824.When 
his support appeared to be stronger than he had imagined, he was 
loath, as an honorable man to be seen as breaking his word. When, 
shortly after the caucus, Crawford was offered the Treasury appoint-
ment, he initially wavered, as he might potentially become a mem-
ber of Monroe's cabinet. Monroe, he believed, "should at least be 
given an opportunity of manifesting his displeasure, if I have in-
curred it."35 
In some quarters, there was an impression that Crawfordites 
had tried to "bully" the caucus into choosing their man over the 
choice of the people. This was answered by a charge that Monroe's 
friends had packed the room with all ofhis supporters and that they 
"were in a moveable condition and made use of several proxies."36 
One pamphlet of the time asserted that the Virginians would not go 
into the caucus until they were certain of success, and they were 
known to be pledged to support Monroe even if the caucus nomi-
nated someone else. 37 
What little thought Federalists had given to fielding a candidate 
against Monroe centered around New York Senator Rufus King.A 
member of the Constitutional Convention, one ofNewYork's first 
Senators, and Minister to England during the John Adams's presi-
dency, King had also been Alexander Hamilton's second in the fatal 
duel with Aaron Burr. King was also the vice presidential nominee 
of the Federalists with Charles C. Pinckney in 1808, and he was the 
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Rufus King, by Gilbert Stuart. National Portrait Gallery, Smithsonian 
Institution, Washington, D. C. 
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surprise choice of the New York legislature for senator in 1813. 
Widely admired after thirty years of political involvement, he nev-
ertheless evoked little personal warmth or affection. 38 
Interestingly, King had supported earlier a proposed amend-
ment to the Constitution which would have allowed the choosing 
of electors by district and popular vote, an implicit attack upon the 
caucus. King reminded his colleagues in the Fourteenth Congress 
that he was the only member among them that had sat in the Con-
stitutional Convention, and he well knew what the Founding Fa-
thers had intended. The proposed amendment, however, was not 
passed.39 
Unfortunately, any hope for King or for his party fielding a 
credible presidential candidate in 1816 was ended by the action of 
the New York Federalist Party caucus in February. Meeting to select 
their choice in the gubernatorial race against the apparently un-
beatable incumbent Tompkins, the legislators quickly settled on State 
Supreme Court Judge William WVan Ness. That gentleman, how-
ever, stunned the caucus by refusing to run, citing his fear that his 
successor on the bench would be a Republican. After three days of 
vainly attempting to change Van Ness's mind, the exhausted Feder-
alists unanimously named Rufus King as their gubernatorial nomi-
nee.40 
Cognizant that King's reaction would certainly be negative, eight 
caucus members composed letters urging King's acceptance as a 
necessary sacrifice. The caucus, he was told, had been on the verge 
ofbreaking up in disarray when his name gained unanimous sup-
port. His patriotism was appealed to, as well as his party loyalty. 
Theodore Dwight wrote that if Federalists could not gain control 
ofN ew York, "we cannot expect to have any effectual agency in the 
presidential election. If we cannot make any impression upon the 
presidential election ... I see no hope for the future." 41 Stephen Van 
Rensselaer, stated frankly to King that Tompkins might win, but no 
one could make a better show against him than King, ensuring that 
quality candidates for the legislature would join his ticket. King was 
even urged to accept to counter the opposition charge that the 
Federalists had known that King would not accept the nomination, 
which was intended to cover a design to join hands with De Witt 
Clinton later. Only one writer, Gouverneur Morris, demurred, de-
claring that the office was not worthy of a first rate man. 42 
Election of 1816 223 
For more than two weeks, King hesitated before reluctantly 
accepting the nomination. To his son, Edward, he wrote, "I enter-
tain little expectation ofbeing elected and no personal desire to be 
so."43 Reflecting his ambivalence, King did not put much effort 
into the campaign. He did attempt to discover whether Tompkins 
would indeed seek to run for governor and vice president concur-
rently, wondering whether any political advantage might be made 
out of that situation. His correspondent, Thomas J. Oakley, replied 
that Tompkins would almost certainly be a candidate for both of-
fices because the Republican Party in New York "would not unite 
cordially on any other candidate." IfTompkins being a candidate 
for two places at once operated at all in favor of the Federalists, he 
added, it would be by exciting apprehensions among Republicans 
hostile to De Witt Clinton that he might regain the governorship 
in the election next spring. "Many would prefer the success of 
even the Federal candidate to any prospect of C.'s restoration to 
power." 44 
The New York gubernatorial campaign was not a high-minded 
affair. Tompkins was presented as a "patriot" during the late war, 
while the "subversive activities" at the Hartford Convention tarred 
all Federalists. Selective extracts from King's correspondence were 
used by the Republican press to suggest pro-British leanings by 
King during the conflict. 45 King was also unpopular with Irish vot-
ers. At a gathering of the Society of St. Patrick, a toast declared that 
King "preferred the favor of the British Cabinet to the glorious 
privilege of granting the patriots of your country an asylum from 
oppression. (Empty glasses.)"This was, no doubt, a reference to King's 
protest to the British government in 1798, while United States 
Minister to England, against their plan to banish Irish patriots, such 
as Thomas Addis Emmett, to America. 46 
A Federalist counterattack accused Tompkins of misusing pub-
lic funds, a charge that would later be effectively resurrected by the 
Clintonians. More telling was the criticism of running for two of-
fices simultaneously. If (as seemed likely) Tompkins succeeded in 
being elected vice president, who would become the new governor 
of New York? The New York Evening Post on April 16 accused the 
governor ofhaving decided to accept the national nomination, but 
also requesting the word to be kept quiet until the gubernatorial 
election date was past. In fact, however, the written acceptance of 
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the vice presidential selection had come ten days before and had 
been reported in several newspapers. 47 
In addition to fighting uphill odds, King was further handi-
capped by having to remain in Washington, D.C., through most of 
the gubernatorial campaign, due to Congress being in session.When 
he was finally ready to return to his home state, he was informed of 
an assassination threat made against him. Forced to take a circuitous 
route north, he was in Pennsylvania when he learned that Tompkins 
had defeated him by a vote of 45,412 to 38,647.48 
Although the showing was actually quite respectable, it was nev-
ertheless devastating to Federalist hopes for a King candidacy for 
president. The New York Evening Post bitterly blamed the defeat on 
"Apostates, Coodies, and Drunkards" (the middle term referring to 
defectors who had gone over to the Republican side). King himself 
thought he had seen the future. His analysis was that the Federalist 
effort had united the several factions of the Republican Party. "Per-
sonally," he wrote Christopher Gore, "I am satisfied no event could 
have been less agreeable to me than to have been elected Governor 
of the State." He added, "I presume that the failure will, as I think 
it should, discourage the Federalists from maintaining a fruitless 
struggle ... Federalists of our age must be content with the past." 49 
To another correspondent, King wrote, "The federal party in the 
sense of a party aiming at political power no longer exists." He also 
reiterated to his son that Federalists were "out of the question as a 
rival Party," and he suggested that as the Republicans were sure to 
divide among themselves, the best course for Federalist strategy 
(which in due course actually became the strategy of the remnants 
of the Federalist Party) would be to give their influence "to the 
least wicked Section of the Republicans."50 
The setback in New York was thus fatal to the Federalist party. 
King's pessimism merely reflected the general mood of the party 
throughout the union. Thomas Ritchie, editor of the Richmond 
Enquirer, gloated in an editorial in May 1816 that the Federalists 
were finished. "Why waste your talents in fruitless opposition," he 
asked. He added, "Whatever new party distinctions may arise in the 
bosom of the republic; whatever new combinations may be formed 
from the elements of local interest or constitutional doctrine, this one 
fact seems to be clear, that the federal sun of the party of Pickering 
and Otis has set forever." 51 In truth, the party was so splintered and 
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in such disarray that no Federalist caucus was ever called, and they 
never even fielded a presidential candidate for this election. It has 
often been stated that Rufus King was the last Federalist candidate 
for president, but he certainly had no knowledge of it. Nothing in 
King's correspondence nor in Federalist newspapers indicated that 
he was thought of (or thought of himself) as a candidate after the 
loss in New York in April. 
Notwithstanding, the Republican Party was less than confident 
of its own unity. The editor of the Savannah Republican felt it neces-
sary to declare that not a single Georgia elector would cast a vote 
for Crawford over Monroe. Some Federalist newspapers, such as 
the Philadelphia True American, urged party support for Crawford as 
an acceptable alternative to Monroe, while the New York Courier 
warned against this action, noting that "experience has been to us, 
a cruel teacher; but therefore a successful one."The New York Evening 
Post, while denying that Crawford had ever sought an alliance with 
the Federalists, gleefully noted that Monroe had definitely done so 
eight years before in his fight against Madison. 52 
Monroe was extremely sensitive to the latter charges, and he 
drew up a defense of his earlier actions. He actually sent a copy of 
his defense to his son-in-law, George W Hay, but he also expressed 
doubts whether the document should be published. In the paper, 
Monroe stated, "Between me & the Federalists there was no con-
nections."53 There is no indication that Monroe's defense was ever 
published, even anonymously. 
One attack upon Monroe attracted a lot of attention during the 
summer of 1816. On June 1, the influential editor, Hezekiah Niles 
noted the appearance of an anonymous pamphlet entitled Exposi-
tion cif Motives for Opposing the Nomination cif Mr. Monroe for the Office 
cif President of the United States. Niles noted that, "If the articles were 
not anonymous it would, of course, have a place in the WEEKLY 
REGISTER, as belonging to the political history of our times."54 
Other newspapers, however, did reprint the tract, as one Feder-
alist paper said, "for the amusement of our readers."55 The pam-
phlet became for some time a topic of much discussion. Purporting 
to explain the reasons why so many caucus members had voted 
against Monroe, it was actually an attack upon the party nominee 
on several points. Among the charges was that "the whole weight of 
the republican party, for fifteen years past, [has] been artfully wielded 
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[by the Virginians] to cut c1Jfrom popular respect and estimation the 
most distinguished characters in other parts of the United States." 
As support, it was noted that both Jefferson and Madison had cho-
sen as vice presidents men so old and feeble they could never con-
test for the presidency. (Both George Clinton and Elbridge Gerry 
had in fact died in office.) John Quincy Adams, another potential 
rival, had been dispatched to Russia to keep him out of the public 
eye. 56 
James Monroe, on the other hand, had been "popularized" by 
glossing over his differences with Madison and had been brought 
into the State Department as heir-apparent. The pamphlet con-
cluded with several references to the candidate's lack of qualifica-
tions: "slow of comprehension," "lust for power," and certain to be 
surrounded by incompetents.57 It was widely speculated that this 
pamphlet was the work of Crawfordites or Clintonians, but it was 
actually penned by John Armstrong, Jr., one of Monroe's old rivals 
and one of the men Monroe was accused of"thwarting."58 
Armstrong had intended the piece for the Albany Atgus, but the 
editor, Jesse Buel, considered it too strong. It was eventually pub-
lished in Washington, which explains why the author was not dis-
covered by contemporaries. Charles Pinckney, who wrote a reply to 
the pamphlet, stated ten thousand copies of the Exposition were 
published and circulated.59 In Ohio, the Muskingum Messenger felt 
compelled to denounce the Exposition as the work of a cabal of 
Crawfordites who saw a chance to resurrect their man's chances 
upon the ruins of Monroe's reputation. 60 
Aside from this early summer controversy, the interest of the 
people, as reflected in their newspapers, lay in other areas than the 
presidential election. While the bizarre weather of the summer at-
tracted a great deal of attention, the major issue involving the Ameri-
can people, by far, was the Compensation Act (see chapter 5). The 
people were more interested in turning out self-aggrandizing pub-
lic servants than with choosing a new president. 
Nevertheless, party spirit was alive at the state level, as a sam-
pling of political pamphlets from 1816 reveal. From time to time 
Federalists issued broadsides on behalf of local or state candidates, 
but none even mentioned the presidential election. A broadside in 
Lancaster, Pennsylvania, did declare that Federalist unity was "vital 
to the salvation of the party," which was "on the brink of destruc-
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tion."61 Most of the broadsides, however, dealt with local issues. A 
Federalist election circular in Salem, Massachusetts, for example, 
called the party faithful, "To your Posts!" Referring to the politics 
of gerrymandering under former governor, Elbridge Gerry, the 
broadside asked, "Are you ready to trust the ballot boxes in the 
hands of that party which attempted by force and violence to crush 
them to pieces and scatter your votes to the winds?"Voters were 
asked to scorn the Republican Party of"hollow hypocrisy, false pre-
tensions, and flagrant inconsistencies!" All of this rhetoric, appar-
ently, was poured out to elect a slate of town officers (selectmen, 
assessors, and overseers of the poor). 62 The concern of the Federal-
ists in Salem was warranted. Salem, which had always been Federal-
ist by considerable margins, elected Republican town officers by a 
margin of about 50 votes. Gloucester, another Federalist strong-
hold, also turned out the Federalists by a small margin. 63 
A similar Federalist pamphlet, addressed to the freemen of Con-
necticut, noted that for twenty years they had, in opposition "to the 
progress of error ... always been victorious." Friends of the admin-
istration, the author assured Republicans, had nothing to fear. Fed-
eralists were willing to concede the national offices to the Republican 
Party. The Virginia dynasty, he declared, was too well established to 
fear their efforts. While Federalists believed neither in Monroe's 
talents or integrity, they intended "no opposition. We submit to this 
political visitation as to many mysterious dispensations of Provi-
dence in the natural world."64 
Federalists were particularly sensitive to charges that their party 
was disloyal prior to and during the War of 1812. They were well 
aware these attacks were damaging to their party. At a Washington 
birthday celebration, William Darling informed a Washington Be-
nevolent Society in Columbia County, New York, that the people 
were told the war was for free trade and sailor's rights. Three years of 
death followed, ending with "an ignominious peace." "Everybody 
knew," he said, "that not one single object, for which it was pro-
fessedly waged, had been obtained-unless such attainment con-
sisted in wasting the blood and treasures of the nation." Why then 
did the Federalists have no claim to the confidence of the people? 
True, they opposed the war, but "Standing on the verge of the 
Constitution, and pointing to that gulf into which their country 
was about to be plunged, they warned democracy of the conse-
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quences which have followed."The remedy, he warned, was in their 
hands, through the elective franchise, "the only hope between lib-
erty and slavery."65 
Conversely, on the Republican side, William Plumer's address 
to the freemen of New Hampshire laid out the Republican cri-
tique of Federalist conduct. Plumer asserted that the administration 
experienced a powerful and undeviating opposition in the New 
England States, and that the opposition "induced England to perse-
vere in her piratical orders in council." Federalists also "attempted 
to bankrupt the Government, and give a death blow to our national 
credit," and they endeavored "to excite the most bitter local preju-
dices and antipathies between the North and South, the East and 
the West." The Hartford Convention, he alleged, was calculated "to 
destroy our union, destroy our Constitution, and consummate the 
views of the opposition leaders," but they were frustrated when 
peace came. Plumer nevertheless invited Federalists to come over to 
the Republican side. "Let them make a confession of their faults, 
promise to offend no more, and join in political communion with 
the patriotic part of the nation."66 
Some young Federalists did come over to the Republican side. 
One example was John Kilbourn, an aspiring politician in Ohio. 
No doubt, he was well aware of the lack of prospect for a Federalist 
to gain office in heavily Republican Ohio. He informed the inhab-
itants of Columbus in June 1816 of his change in political identity, 
and he asked thereafter to be designated as a Republican. He en-
tered, however, "a caveat against the supposition that I have changed 
one tittle of my former ideas and views." He was aware that his 
enemies might attribute his declaration to some unworthy motive, 
especially since a vast majority of the people of Ohio were Repub-
lican. He insisted the term republican more accurately reflected the 
principles he had always professed and supported, and he declared 
that he had no aversion "to adopting a name more consonant to the 
feelings of the majority of the people, where no sacrifice of prin-
ciple is involved."67 
The Federalists operated under severe handicaps. They were not 
as adept as their adversaries at manipulation through the patronage 
power, nor in subsidizing party newspapers. They had no organized 
pamphlet campaign, and their organization beyond the state level 
was practically non-existent. There was no coordination between 
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Federalist members of state legislatures, and they had no national 
committee.68 As a result, the Federalist Party failed to even field a 
slate of electors in Rhode Island,Vermont, Ohio, New Jersey, Penn-
sylvania, or in any state south of the Potomac. A circular letter sent 
out in late August by William Milnor, a former Federalist congress-
man who had been named to head a Committee of Correspon-
dence to look into the coming election, almost plaintively asked for 
advice as to whether it would be "expedient" at that late date to 
draft a presidential candidate, or whether to support a Republican 
in opposition to Monroe. 69 
A revealing article in the Boston Daily Advertiser pointed out the 
complacency felt in those areas of the Northeast thus far unchal-
lenged by Republicans. Federalists, it was alleged, safe in their own 
region tended to slumber, hoping that if the encroachments of the 
Republicans ever came too near, there would always be time to save 
themselves. 70 The Boston Columbian Centinel, as if to confirm the 
Daily Advertiser article, declared that as Monroe was certain of elec-
tion, Federalists were "indifferent whether his majority of support-
ers in the House were ten or a hundred."71 
The election was essentially a non-event.John Randolph claimed 
that in Virginia "there was no election for Burgesses to the General 
Assembly which had not caused ten times the excitement that had 
been caused by the election of the President of the United States."72 
Monroe's putative opponent, Rufus King, wrote to Christo-
pher Gore that "so certain is the result ... that no pains are taken to 
excite the community on the subject." He added, "It is quite wor-
thy of remark, that in no preceding election, has there been such a 
calm respecting it, and it is equally so, that the candidate does not 
possess the full respect & confidence of either party."73 The consen-
sus among historians is that the voter turn-out was the lowest of 
any presidential election in American history. 
What interest there was in the presidential election, with the 
outcome of the election not being in doubt, was who would be 
appointed to Monroe's Cabinet. Jonathan Fisk asserted to John W 
Taylor that New York would not be forgotten in forming the next 
Cabinet, and he speculated that the Navy Department would be 
given to a NewYorker. 74 Gen. Andrew Jackson took the time to 
recommend to Monroe that Col. William Drayton of South Caro-
lina be appointed secretary of war to replace William H. Crawford, 
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who was moving to the Treasury Department. 75 Rufus King re-
ported with dread that John Quincy Adams was to be recalled to 
become secretary of state under Monroe. 76 
Shortly before the Electoral College met in December, there 
was still much speculation on who would receive the ballots of the 
Federalist electors. Thirty-four electors from the states of Massa-
chusetts, Connecticut, and Delaware, cast their ballots for Rufus 
King. The other 183 went to Monroe who, according to Rufus 
King, "had the zealous support of nobody, and he was exempt from 
the hostility of Everybody."77 Christopher Gore assured King that 
in Massachusetts "no personal influence was necessary to attain the 
result of our Election. The Legislature sufficiently indicated their 
sentiments by their choice of Electors, and, among these, there was 
not a single question of hesitation as to the first officer, nor was 
there ever in the public mind."7H 
There was still one problem to be resolved. When the two houses 
of Congress met in joint session on February 12, 1817, to count the 
electoral vote and certifY the results, John W Taylor objected to 
counting the Indiana electoral vote on the grounds that Indiana 
had not been officially admitted to the Union until December, and 
the electors had been chosen prior to Indiana being declared ad-
mitted. Speaker Clay ruled that while acting as a joint session they 
could not consider any proposition nor conduct any business not 
prescribed by the Constitution. 79 
The Senate then withdrew, and the House took up Taylor's ob-
jection. Daniel Cady ofNewYork noted the Senate had seated the 
Senators from Indiana, and he argued that the moment the consti-
tution of the state was accepted she was entitled to all the privileges 
of the other states. Solomon P. Sharp from Kentucky moved to 
declare the votes of the electors of Indiana "were properly and le-
gally given, and ought to be· counted." Taylor countered with an 
amendment declaring the votes illegal. William Gaston of North 
Carolina opposed, but he also objected to the form ofSharp's mo-
tion-a proposed joint resolution of both houses. 80 
The sentiment in the House was clearly in favor of counting 
the Indiana vote. William Hendricks, the newly elected representa-
tive from Indiana, stated that the same authority that "gave him the 
right to vote in this House, gave them [Indiana] also a right to vote 
for President and Vice President of the United States." Samuel D. 
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Ingham of Pennsylvania moved to postpone indefinitely (thereby 
defeating) both Sharp's and Taylor's motions, which was agreed to 
almost unanimously. When the two houses reconvened, Speaker Clay 
informed the joint session that the House "had not seen it neces-
sary to come to any resolution, or to take any order on the subject 
which had produced the separation of the two Houses."The count 
then proceeded, with the Indiana vote officially certified. 81 
The failure to contest the presidential election of 1816 con-
firmed the obvious fact that the Federalist Party was its death throes. 
The outward manifestation was a decline in partisan rancor, or as 
Christopher Gore phrased it, "a dead calm in our political atmo-
sphere."82 Federalist politicians had to accommodate themselves to 
the new realities. Rufus King observed with bemused detachment, 
"Those who have for some time desired emancipation, are consid-
ered free to pursue their respective courses, so that such as were the 
most zealous, or most noisy men in opposition, will now soften or 
wholly change their note-with what profit to themselves, is more 
than any one as yet pretends to determine."83 
The Republicans, too, were confronted with a new situation. 
Shorn of their opposition, there was little reason to maintain party 
unity, and soon they fell into factionalism. Nevertheless, for one 
brief moment in 1816 there was truly an "Era of Good Feelings," a 
period of good will and cooperation in the political life of the na-
tion-more than there ever had been or would be again. 
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Epilogue 
In his inaugural address on March 4,1817, the new president,James 
Monroe, welcomed the "increased harmony of opinion which per-
vades our Union," and he promised that his administration would 
do everything possible to advance that object. He added, with a 
touch of hyperbole, "If we persevere in the career in which we have 
advanced so far and in the path already traced, we can not fail ... to 
attain the high destiny which seems to await us." 1 Monroe, in fact, 
entered the office intending to play the role of a conciliator and 
unifier. Earlier, in December 1816, he had written Gen. Andrew 
Jackson that "the chief magistrate of the country, ought not to be 
the head of a party, but of the nation itself." It was not his opinion, 
he said, that parties were necessary for free governments to exist. He 
intended to adopt a policy of moderation toward the Federalist party 
and hopefully "exterminate all party divisions in our country."2 
In keeping with that resolve, Monroe conducted a tour of nearly 
sixteen weeks in the summer of 1817 that took him up the east 
coast to New England and thence to the West as far as Detroit 
before returning to Washington, D. C. Ostensibly, the purpose of 
his tour was to inspect the state of military fortifications and, to 
his credit, he was diligent in carrying out such inspections along 
the way.3 Monroe's primary motive, however, was to promote na-
tional unity. In this regard, his trip was a great success. At every 
stop general good will prevailed. Major stops along the tour in-
cluded Baltimore, Philadelphia, New York, Boston (where a Feder-
alist paper referred to an "Era of Good Feelings"), Detroit, and 
Pittsburgh. 
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There is little doubt that Federalists, in particular, counted 
Monroe's visit as an important event, one that gave them an oppor-
tunity to ingratiate themselves with the chief magistrate of the na-
tion. Christopher Gore related to Rufus King in May 1817, prior 
to Monroe's trip, that in Massachusetts great plans were being made 
to receive Monroe "with great splendour & respect. It is said to be 
necessary to show all party spirit done away, & to attain the favour 
of the Gov't."4 Undoubtedly, one such favor included payment of 
Massachusetts' militia claim, which amounted to approximately 
$850,000. Monroe did a lot of "fence-mending" on his trip. He 
visited with many prominent Federalists and played down refer-
ences to party; at one point when Republican members of the 
Massachusetts legislature attempted to address him saying it was 
from their party, he declared "that he knew no Party."5 
Historian Shaw Livermore offered the view that Federalists af-
ter the War of 1812 pursued a "soft" line in hopes of splitting the 
Republican ranks. 6 Indeed, that may have been a motivation for 
some Federalists who still hoped to revive and maintain a Federalist 
party. But it seems more likely that those formerly designated as 
Federalists were realistically willing to accept the demise of the Fed-
eralist party and were seeking to accommodate themselves to the 
new political realities. The real reason may have been self-preserva-
tion. New England, the locus of Federalist power, was declining in 
political and economic influence, particularly due to the tide of 
emigration flowing out of all of the New England states, and it was 
not too difficult to see that the West's influence on national affairs 
would grow. George Sullivan had warned in his Fourth ofJuly ora-
tion in 1816, that the growth of the Western country should be 
viewed as a threat to New England. His section and the Federalists 
generally had "wrongs to pardon and forget," and he urged them 
to repair their relations with the other states.7 Similarly, Rufus King 
wrote, "How much with these prospects and apprehensions, are the 
courses and policy of late pursued and adopted to be regretted. 
How much to be desired is a wise influence of the Eastern States 
upon the general administration of our affairs."8 Consciously or 
unconsciously, it would appear that the response to Monroe's visit 
was a positive step in that direction. 
Other factors, no doubt, influenced Federalists to accept the 
dominance of the Republican party.As Rufus King wrote to a cor-
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respondent in June 1816, "the practice of the Republicans now is 
the same as that of the Federalists formerly," noting the Republican 
turnabout on such things as taxes, and the army and navy. He added, 
"I remain the same, and if others change & do what I did, and still 
contend that I was wrong in doing, as they now do, it is for them 
to make out their own consistency."9 King's claim of constancy 
on his part and inconstancy on the part of the Republicans was 
exaggerated. In fact, Federalists also modified their political stances 
as well. As Norman K. Risjord pointed out, for example, Virginia 
Federalists after the War of 1812 supported internal improvements, 
education, and even franchise reform and were practically "indis-
tinguishable from Republican nationalists." 10 
Monroe's policy of inclusion aptly suited the needs of New 
England and the followers of the prostrate Federalist party, particu-
larly those who feared the alternatives of proscription and isolation 
from political power. They shrewdly calculated that Monroe was 
the political leader that would best serve the interests of their sec-
tion. Many Republicans, however, were mortified by the attention 
Monroe showered upon Federalists, indicating that the healing pro-
cess would take time. Monroe knew that he must go slowly in wel-
coming former Federalists back into the fold. As Livermore noted, 
Monroe was" confused about his role as president. He was attracted 
to wistful fancies of a country unsullied by internal conflicts, yet he 
understood that he had assumed practical responsibilities as a party 
leader." 11 It was undoubtedly naive of Monroe to believe that he 
could eradicate party spirit, particularly with the rise of popular 
politics epitomized by the public response to the Compensation 
Act and the broadened franchise. Moreover, the very success of the 
nationalist program raised alarms among many politicians who feared 
that it portended a growth of the federal government and a decline 
in states' rights. It was not long before American politics resumed a 
more natural division between those who believed that the federal 
government could be used to advance the interests of the nation 
and those who believed the interests of the country would be best 
served if that government's ability to interfere in American life was 
limited. One wing of the Republican Party took a nationalist stance 
that more closely approached the Federalist ideology while another 
wing reverted to the traditional conservative, states' rights philoso-
phy of the Republicans. Within a short time the Republican Party 
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began to collapse into factions, as dominant personalities within the 
party began to jockey for the presidency. 
In retrospect, the Republicans in 1816 were influenced by the 
public's desire for reconciliation and for a decline of partisan rancor. 
As a consequence, they were inclined to support measures where 
they sensed popular support but which often ran contrary to their 
party's ideology. As Rufus King astutely observed, the decline of the 
Federalist Party allowed the dominant Republican Party to act out-
side of party constraints and to consult the best interests of the 
country instead. They had been swept up in the tide of nationalism 
of the postwar era. They had been influenced by the crisis atmo-
sphere of the postwar period, where renewal of war seemed a real 
possibility, to retain a larger army and a strong navy for defense, and 
maintain high taxes to address the debt problem, as well as to meet 
new needs for an improved transportation infrastructure. They had 
also been persuaded to recharter the Second Bank of the United 
States to place the nation's currency on a sound basis and to give 
protection to infant manufacturing to meet the challenge ofBritish 
dumping tactics. 
There is little doubt that the legislative program of Congress in 
1816 was one of the most productive and progressive periods in the 
history of the early republic. The success of this program grew out 
of a developing sense of nationalism and the confused state of po-
litical affairs after the War of 1812. The general good will that pre-
vailed in 1816 offered a unique opportunity to forge a political 
agenda that was based on a consensus rather than partisan ideology. 
Ultimately, as the future was to show, it was an unrealistic expecta-
tion that political parties could be supplanted by a nonpartisan po-
litical system. The political Era of Good Feelings in 1816, in the 
final analysis, was one response to the sense of ambivalence in the 
nation at the end of the War of 1812. Like a change in the weather, 
the nation was on the cusp of political, economic, and social change, 
looking toward the emergence of a modern political system. 
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